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This should have been the day we were 
doing our victory laps prior to going 
home for the August recess. We should 
have felt good. I felt good. We were fi-
nally going to be able to do something 
about coastal erosion, to restore the 
coasts, especially around New Orleans. 
I have been worried about that. I was 
twice chairman of the Environment 
and Public Works Committee. We fi-
nally had an opportunity, and what do 
we do? We should be leaving feeling 
good. We should feel good today about 
what Senators BAUCUS and GRASSLEY 
did for us in taking care of the pen-
sions bill, which directly affects 45 mil-
lion people and indirectly affects 145 
million Americans. It was done. It was 
signed. 

That is what Robert Novak is talking 
about. It was done—the pension bill 
was done. It had the extenders on it. 

That is when Chairman THOMAS, as 
indicated here, showed that he could 
outsmart the House leadership and the 
Senate leadership. And as indicated 
here, GRASSLEY was undercut by Sen-
ate Majority Leader BILL FRIST in sup-
porting the Thomas plan. 

It was all done. It would have taken 
an hour here. The extenders would 
have been done, and the pension bill 
would have been completed. It was 
done, agreed upon by the House and 
Senate conferees. 

We should have been leaving today 
feeling so good about that. We should 
be leaving today feeling good about 
having given the money to our belea-
guered troops, which is so badly need-
ed. 

We learned this week that a month 
ago the President got a message from 
his generals that the war machine was 
worn out. They wanted $17 billion—yes-
terday—to refurbish the fighting forces 
we have. Our valiant soldiers are fight-
ing, but they are doing it with equip-
ment that needs repair. 

We learned a day later from the head 
of the National Guard that they are un-
derfunded by $34 billion. The Nevada 
National Guard followed up by saying, 
as a number of our Guard around the 
country said—a lot of our equipment is 
still in Iraq. 

We should have left feeling that we 
had completed work on the Military 
Construction bill and the Defense ap-
propriations bill. But no; we have been 
jammed into this situation that we 
have here today. 

Of course, we should have felt good 
about these extenders that now we 
have been threatened: We are not going 
to do them at all—which we know we 
will do before we leave. We are going to 
do them. 

This should not be called the 
‘‘trifecta’’ bill—as it has been referred 
to too often by my friends in the ma-
jority—but the ‘‘defecta’’ bill. 

The minimum wage issue is abso-
lutely so hard to comprehend. We 
know—and Bob Novak talks about it— 
the Republicans hate the minimum 
wage. He is the mouth of the conserv-
atives. He says Republicans hate the 

minimum wage. And they give us a bill 
so they can say ‘‘minimum wage’’—but 
it is a pay cut for people in seven 
States. Then it is spread out over 3 
years. 

They couldn’t bring themselves to do 
a pay increase right away. 

The richest man in the world is 
named Warren Buffett. He has more 
money than all of the Saudi princes. He 
has $34 billion in the bank, cash 
money. He is opposed to repealing the 
estate tax. 

Bill Gates of Microsoft—he and his 
father are opposed to repealing the es-
tate tax. 

What I say about the ‘‘defecta’’ bill is 
let us vote on the motion to proceed 
right now—right now. Set it up and 
make it so each side will have half an 
hour of debate on it. Let us vote on the 
motion to proceed right now. We don’t 
need to wait until tomorrow morning. 
We are ready to do it right now, so that 
we can get to work on the Defense bill, 
so that we can do the extenders; other-
wise, we are just churning time. 

Let us vote on it. 
The Family Prosperity Act is for 

8,100 in this country. It really is. That 
is how many this applies to with repeal 
of the estate tax—8,100 of the richest of 
the rich. 

It is time to put the charade to bed. 
We are ready to end this circus. Let us 
have the cloture vote now so we can 
get on with the business of the Amer-
ican people. The Senate has already 
spent far too much time on the No. 1 
priority of the Republicans. The road 
to ‘‘legislative heaven’’ of the Repub-
licans is the estate tax repeal. 

We have spent more time on this 
issue in this do-nothing Congress than 
anything else—far more time than we 
have spent on our troops in Iraq—on 
8,100 families. Is this the legacy of the 
Republican majority, to spend all of 
our time on repealing the estate tax 
and threatening—threatening—Demo-
cratic Senators, Republican Senators, 
and the American people: Either do it 
with the ‘‘defecta’’ bill or we are not 
going to do anything? 

We need to vote. We need a new di-
rection in this country, and it should 
start right now. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2007 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
H.R. 5631, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 5631) making appropriations 

for the Department of Defense, for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2007, and for other 
purposes. 

Pending: 
Kennedy amendment No. 4802, to require a 

new National Intelligence Estimate on Iraq. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The Senator from Alaska. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 4777, 4821, 4789, 4837, 4823, AND 
4838 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
have another managers’ package that 
has been prepared and has the approval 
of Senator INOUYE and myself. Let me 
state it for the Senate. 

It contains amendment No. 4777, for 
Senator SMITH, regarding landing sys-
tems; amendment No. 4821, for Senator 
LANDRIEU, regarding first-aid kits; 
amendment No. 4789, for Senator 
STABENOW, regarding Stryker combat 
vehicles; amendment No. 4837, for Sen-
ator BENNETT, regarding all-terrain ve-
hicles; amendment No. 4823, for Sen-
ator DURBIN, regarding the training of 
military nurse educators; and amend-
ment No. 4838, for Senator MCCAIN, re-
garding grants. These have been 
cleared by both managers. I send this 
managers’ package to the desk and ask 
unanimous consent that it be consid-
ered immediately, the amendments be 
adopted immediately, and the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments were agreed to, as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 4777 
(Purpose: To make available from Research, 

Development, Test and Evaluation, Air 
Force, up to $4,000,000 for the Transport-
able Transponder Landing System) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, AIR FORCE’’, up to $4,000,000 
may be available for the Transportable 
Transponder Landing System. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4821 
(Purpose: To make available from Operation 

and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve, 
up to $3,500,000 for the Individual First Aid 
Kit) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title II under 
the heading ‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, 
MARINE CORPS RESERVE’’, up to $3,500,000 
may be available for the Individual First Aid 
Kit (IFAK). 

AMENDMENT NO. 4789 
(Purpose: To make available from Research, 

Development, Test and Evaluation, Army, 
up to $8,000,000 for the Advanced Tank Ar-
mament System) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
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the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to $8,000,000 may 
be available for the Advanced Tank Arma-
ment System. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4837 
(Purpose: To make available from Research, 

Development, Test and Evaluation, Army, 
up to $1,000,000 for the development of a 
Lightweight All Terrain Vehicle) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to $1,000,000 may 
be available for the development of a Light-
weight All Terrain Vehicle (LATV). 

AMENDMENT NO. 4823 
(Purpose: To make available from Defense 

Health Program up to $500,000 for a pilot 
program on troops to nurse teachers) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title VI under 
the heading ‘‘DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM’’, up 
to $500,000 may be available for a pilot pro-
gram on troops to nurse teachers. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4838 
(Purpose: To clarify the treatment of Com-
mittee report guidance on certain projects) 

On page 180, beginning on line 2, strike ‘‘, 
and the projects’’ and all that follows 
through line 4 and insert a period. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, we 
have a long day ahead of us. I again 
want to state that the Parliamentarian 
has submitted an opinion regarding the 
application of rule XVI to quite a few 
amendments. In order to not be dis-
criminatory, it is my intention to raise 
rule XVI in any instance in which the 
Parliamentarian says it would apply, 
and I think Senators ought to be on no-
tice to that effect. 

There is a whole series of amend-
ments that are being presented today. I 
believe we will have a considerable 
number of votes today. 

I wish to point out to the Senate that 
Senator INOUYE and I have now repro-
grammed over $4 billion from various 
projects and equipment accounts that 
we have already approved for the De-
partment of Defense for this fiscal 
year. Those requests were made to ob-
tain more money to cover the costs of 
the military pay and allowances and 
the costs associated with rotation of 
our military force in and out of Iraq 
and Afghanistan. 

That means within the next few 
weeks there is going to be a shutdown 
on many contracts throughout the 
United States. I say to the occupant of 
the chair, the distinguished Senator 
from the same State I represent, we 
had that happen at Fort Greely when 
the supplemental was not approved in 
time, with considerable disruption to 
the working people who were working 
on projects at Fort Greely. Some of 
them have been resumed, but the 
tempo that was in place could not be 
picked up because of the problem of fi-
nancing the Department of Defense 
during this period. So I want Members 
to be on notice that if this bill is not 
completed and signed by the President 
and delivered to the Secretary of De-
fense before September 30, there will be 

even more of these notices of delay, 
which lead to unemployment, lead to 
considerable increase in costs. 

There is no reason this bill should be 
delayed. This bill has to be sent to the 
President before the end of the fiscal 
year and timed, as a matter of fact, so 
the Secretary of Defense has the au-
thority to release the money imme-
diately on the first of October. 

I urge the Senate to consider the wel-
fare of these men and women who rep-
resent us now in 120 countries through-
out the world. We have men and women 
in uniform who depend upon this. 

As delays occur—we know what has 
just happened to the Stryker Brigade 
from our State. They were ready to 
come back. Two days from the time 
they were scheduled to come back, 
they were delayed. Their personal 
equipment had been sent home. Their 
families had airline tickets to go meet 
their loved ones as they came into the 
depot. They planned vacations and 
some time off with their families. Res-
ervations were made. The Department 
has said they are going to try to com-
pensate those people to the extent pos-
sible, but all of those are delays which 
were caused by lack of funding. 

Now, I think the Senate cannot be in 
the position of not passing this bill be-
fore we go home. If we do so, I can tell 
Members of the Senate, they are going 
to get the kind of complaints Senator 
MURKOWSKI and I have gotten from the 
families of the Stryker Brigade. And 
they are legitimate complaints. The 
problem is, there is nothing we can do 
about it. 

I do think it is incumbent upon us to 
concentrate on this bill today. And 
again, I serve notice that rule XVI will 
be applied to any amendment the Par-
liamentarian says violates that rule. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. COBURN. Madam President, is 

there an amendment pending at this 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ken-
nedy amendment is pending. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that amend-
ment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4787 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 
call up amendment No. 4787. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 4787. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To limit the funds available to the 

Department of Defense for expenses relat-
ing to conferences) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 

SEC. ll. The aggregate amount available 
in this Act for expenses of the Department of 
Defense relating to conferences in fiscal year 
2007, including expenses relating to con-
ference programs, staff, travel costs, and 
other conference matters, may not exceed 
$70,000,000. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, this 
is a fairly straightforward amendment. 
One of the things we do know is hap-
pening is that we are borrowing a lot of 
money every year from our kids and 
our grandkids. What we have done in 
my Subcommittee on Federal Finan-
cial Management is we have noted that 
we spend, at minimum, a half a billion 
dollars a year on conferences. 

The Defense Department spends more 
on conferences than anybody. These 
conferences are sometimes very need-
ed—which I will not object to—but also 
many are not needed. One of the things 
I think we need to look at is, can we do 
it better? Can we become more effi-
cient? 

The chairman and ranking member 
on the Appropriations Defense Sub-
committee, as well as Chairman WAR-
NER on the Defense authorization com-
mittee, understand the things we need 
to do to fund our military, such as the 
Senator just talked about: the timeli-
ness of this bill. But the fact is, the 
Pentagon, last year, spent $77 million 
on conferences. 

Madam President, 36,000 military and 
civilian employees went to 6,600 con-
ferences worldwide last year, at an av-
erage cost of $2,200 per person. Of inter-
est is that of those 6,600 conferences, 
663 were held in Florida in the middle 
of the winter, 224 were held in Las 
Vegas, and 98 in Hawaii. The cost of 
those conferences and the per cost of 
those travels for individuals far exceed-
ed the average. DOD spent more on 
conferences than the Departments of 
Agriculture, Commerce, Education, En-
ergy, Housing and Urban Development, 
Labor, Transportation, Treasury, and 
EPA combined. 

The question is, Are there not some 
benefits? There are some benefits to 
some of these conferences. But half the 
conferences could have been conducted 
under what we call now digital video 
conferencing. So we have the tech-
nology to save money. We are in a war. 
We are having trouble funding the war. 
We are borrowing the money to fund 
that war from our kids. We are at $8.6 
trillion debt. We have unending debts 
facing us in the future, secondary to 
Medicare and Social Security. It is 
time we prioritize. 

All this amendment does is it sets a 
ceiling for the Department of Defense. 
It does not tell them where they can 
go, who can go, or anything else. It just 
says they will not spend more than $70 
million—$70 million. That still will be 
more than all those agencies combined. 
And all it takes is a little thoughtful 
planning to say: Maybe this is one we 
should not go to. Maybe we should not 
be traveling to Florida in the middle of 
the winter for a conference. Maybe we 
can do it on video conferencing. 

The fact is, there are hard choices be-
fore us. Should we limit how much 
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money we spend on conferences? And 
can we use that money to take care of 
our troops, to upgrade a humvee, to 
pay for the things we are having trou-
ble paying for today? 

I think this is a commonsense 
amendment. It was added to the HUD 
bill by this body. I plan on adding it to 
almost every appropriations bill that 
comes through. It is something I think 
we ought to consider. 

For example, for $159,000, we can up- 
armor an M1151. For $152,000, we can 
up-armor an M1152. For $189,000, we can 
up-armor an M1152 ambulance. There 
are a lot of things we can do if we limit 
the amount of money spent on travel 
and conferences in the Department of 
Defense. 

So all this says is: Can’t you do it 
better? Won’t you do it better? Won’t 
you use the technology that is avail-
able to us today? And won’t you put $70 
million, this next year, into our troops 
instead of conferencing? 

I have tried to work with the chair-
man on getting this accepted and held 
in conference. I understand he cannot 
guarantee that. Therefore, I am going 
to be asking for a vote so that the Sen-
ate is on record that we think we ought 
to be trimming some of the other ex-
penses so we can put the money where 
our troops need it. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
wish to speak on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this 
moment, there is not a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, the 

Senator’s amendment is very difficult 
to vote against, except that it applies 
to all members of the Department of 
Defense, civilian and military. About 1 
percent of the people in the Depart-
ment of Defense, civilian and military, 
go to a conference each year. I person-
ally know that when we travel abroad, 
we ask for members of the Department 
of Defense from Germany and from 
Italy to come meet with us in France. 
We have conferences with them con-
cerning NATO. We did the same thing 
recently in terms of the Middle East. 
We had people come from three dif-
ferent countries to meet with us when 
we were in Kuwait. That involved prob-
ably 14 people traveling in each in-
stance to come see us. It is essential 
that we have conferences and not have 
to depend upon video conferences to 
deal with issues. That applies through-
out the Department of Defense. 

The Senator is correct. We offered to 
take it to conference, and in con-
ference we might be able to find a rea-
sonable figure that would be a limita-
tion. Seventy million is not a reason-
able limitation. There is no reason for 
us to try to be unreasonable with the 
Department of Defense. We are the last 
superpower in the world. People depend 
upon us, and we go visit the places, 120 

different countries, where we have 
military people in uniform. It costs 
money. The cost of traveling is going 
up all the time. 

I did offer to take the amendment to 
conference and try to work out with 
the House a reasonable limitation. The 
Senator is unwilling do that. 

Therefore, I move to table the Sen-
ator’s amendment and ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment may 
be temporarily set aside so the Senator 
may offer another amendment. We are 
trying to determine the availability of 
membership to be present for a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4784 
Mr. COBURN. Madam President, in 

concurrence with the other amendment 
being set aside, I ask that amendment 
No. 4784 be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN], 
for himself and Mr. OBAMA, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4784. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require the posting of certain 

reports of the Department of Defense on 
the Internet website of the Department of 
Defense) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. (a) POSTING OF CERTAIN REPORTS 
ON DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INTERNET 
WEBSITE.—Each report described in sub-
section (b) shall be posted on the Internet 
website of the Department of Defense for the 
public not later than 48 hours after the sub-
mittal of such report to Congress. 

(b) COVERED REPORTS.—The reports de-
scribed in this subsection are the reports as 
follows: 

(1) Each report required by a provision of 
this Act to be submitted by the Department 
of Defense to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(2) Any report required to be submitted by 
the Department of Defense to Congress in 
support of the budget of the President for fis-
cal year 2008 (as submitted to Congress pur-
suant to section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code) for the Department of Defense, 

including any budget justification docu-
ments in support of such budget for the De-
partment of Defense. 

(c) REDACTION OF CERTAIN INFORMATION.— 
In posting a report on the Internet website of 
the Department under subsection (a), the 
Secretary of Defense may redact any infor-
mation whose release to the public would, as 
determined by the Secretary, compromise 
the national security of the United States. 

Mr. COBURN. This amendment is all 
about common sense, about saving 
money. 

I do wish to make a couple of correc-
tions with regard to the last amend-
ment. The expenses related to the mili-
tary meeting with Members of Con-
gress are not in the $79 million that 
was spent last year. It is not included 
in that figure. This is domestic confer-
encing. It doesn’t have anything to do 
with international travel. The fact is, 
we have to do better when it comes to 
the things we can control in terms of 
variable expenses. 

In the Defense appropriations bill, 20 
reports are required by the Defense De-
partment. Many of those are needed. 
What this amendment does is require 
public disclosure of all reports deliv-
ered to the Appropriations Committee. 
I am willing to amend that to apply to 
the authorization committee as well, if 
the chairman would so desire, includ-
ing the justification of the presence of 
annual budget requests by the Depart-
ment of Defense, unless those reports 
contain information that would com-
prise national security. Anything that 
would comprise national security is ex-
empted from the amendment. But if 
they are reporting to the Appropria-
tions Committee or the authorization 
committee, then they ought to be re-
porting to the American public. The 
American public ought to see what 
those reports say, provided there is no 
risk to national security within them. 

DOD provides the Appropriations 
Committee with annual justifications 
for the administration’s budget pro-
posals, which OMB has agreed to put 
online next year, with the same excep-
tion regarding the compromise of na-
tional security. The reason this issue 
came up is that this year with the 
President’s budget request, only mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee 
could see the justifications. Other 
Members of the Senate could not see 
the justifications, the reasoning behind 
the requests. Even though we are going 
to be required to vote on them, we 
could never see the President’s rea-
soning for why he was asking for what 
he was asking for. So that is going to 
be changed at OMB next year. They 
have committed to do that. Those jus-
tifications will be made public. 

But of the reports this committee is 
going to ask of the Congress, if they 
don’t compromise national security— 
Senator OBAMA and I are offering this 
amendment—they ought to be placed 
online. The Defense Department has 
the capability of doing that. The rest 
of America ought to see what the jus-
tifications are. Sunshine is the best 
thing we have to hold us accountable 
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to do what is in the best interest of our 
country. Not only should the American 
public know it, the media should have 
availability to it so that information 
can be spread. 

Every Department annually provides 
budget justifications to the Appropria-
tions Committee. That is not in ques-
tion. The question is, Do they provide 
justifications to the American public? 
That is the question. That is a question 
the American public is asking now. 

We are going to spend, as Senator 
GREGG said yesterday, $553 billion on 
defense this year, including the war, 
upgrading defense, and there is no 
question, as the chairman said, we are 
the lone superpower. There is great re-
sponsibility that comes with that. But 
in fact, as the Secretary of Defense 
said on September 10, 2001, every penny 
counts. It ought to be tracked, 
checked, and open for scrutiny. 

This amendment says that a commu-
nication to Congress, if in fact it puts 
no risk, no security-sensitive informa-
tion out there, the American public 
ought to see it. The only reason, a log-
ical person could assume, other than a 
national security issue, that we would 
not want the American public to see 
these reports is that we have some-
thing we don’t want them to know. I 
believe collectively the American pub-
lic is as wise or wiser than the collec-
tion of their representatives in Wash-
ington. Their judgment is important in 
what we do and how we do it. If we 
truly have a government of the people, 
by the people, and for the people, then 
routine operations of the Government 
must no longer be concealed or hidden 
from the people of this country. What 
this amendment does is assure greater 
transparency and accountability of 
taxpayer funds. It lets the American 
people know what we are doing, why 
we are doing it, and how. 

This amendment is endorsed by over 
50 organizations. Here is what they say: 

As advocates from diverse political per-
spectives, both on the far right and far left 
and in the middle, we concur that govern-
ment transparency is vital to the health of 
our political system. Regardless of our views 
on the appropriate role of the federal govern-
ment, we believe government policy must 
disclose its spending decisions and the ra-
tionale behind them. Such disclosure will 
help encourage a more active, engaged citi-
zenry and a more effective and efficient gov-
ernment. 

American taxpayers should not be 
kept in the dark about any decision, 
unless it is for national security, and 
yet there are obstacles for this infor-
mation at every turn. It is important, 
with the revelations of what has hap-
pened in Defense contracting, that the 
American public have their confidence 
reestablished that what we are doing is 
correct, right, and straightforward. 

This is straightforward. We have 
from the committee the list of reports 
that are directed to be prepared: Re-
serve component budget structure, 
legal assistance, personnel reductions, 
National Guard procurement, alter-
native diesel fuel, MTF efficiency 

wedge, impact of nursing shortage on 
military health care delivery system, 
postdoctoral education, alcoholism re-
search, Commander’s Emergency Re-
sponse Program, to name a few. Where 
it does not compromise national secu-
rity, the American public ought to 
know it. This says that if they have it, 
the Department of Defense puts it on 
the Web site with the proviso that any-
thing that is of national security be ex-
tracted or withheld. It is a reasonable 
amendment. It ought to be there. The 
Senate ought to vote on it to say that 
they want sunshine, that they want the 
American people to know what they 
are going to do. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, 

this amendment violates rule XVI in 
terms of the second portion of the 
amendment, part (b)(2), page 2. If it ap-
plied just to the reports delivered to 
the Appropriations Committee, it 
would not, in my opinion. I have al-
ready said I am going to raise rule XVI 
on any amendment that is determined 
by the Parliamentarian to apply to a 
particular amendment. 

In regard to the basic concept, we 
have no problem with having all of the 
items that are submitted to the Appro-
priations Committee put on the Web. 
Almost all of them are anyway. But 
there are some reports that are sub-
mitted to Congress pursuant to section 
1105, as I understand it, which are docu-
ments that go to other committees and 
are for other purposes. I don’t know 
what their policies are with regard to 
disclosure. 

All of the items that come to us are 
on the Web, and we welcome them 
being on the Web. We don’t have any 
problem with every report required by 
the provisions of this act, submitted 
pursuant to this act, or, as a matter of 
fact, in terms of existing law, but I do 
think we should not have a violation of 
rule XVI. Therefore, I ask the Senator 
if he is willing to limit paragraph (2) to 
any report required by the Department 
of Defense to be submitted to the Ap-
propriations Committee in support of 
the budget of the President which does 
not violate rule XVI? The Senator said 
that is what it is about, but it goes fur-
ther. It applies to any report going to 
any committee or to the Congress 
itself with regard to this budget. There 
are other justifications submitted to 
other committees. What their policies 
are, I don’t know. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, we 
spent some time last evening with the 
Parliamentarian on it. We believe we 
have a defense of germaneness based on 
what the content of the House bill is 
and that we would stand by the idea 
that this is already relating to and at-
tached to requirements from the House 
bill. We do not believe it violates rule 
XVI. I ask for a ruling from the chair. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
raise a point of order under rule XVI 
that this amendment violates rule XVI. 
What is the ruling of the Chair? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are two issues raised here. One is 
whether the amendment violates rule 
XVI and the other one is whether there 
is an appropriate defense of germane-
ness. The answer to both questions is 
in the affirmative. 

Mr. STEVENS. I raise rule XVI. If 
the Senator wants to raise the point of 
germaneness, he may do so. 

Mr. COBURN. I raise the point of ger-
maneness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is submitted to the Senate. 

Mr. STEVENS. I will ask that the 
vote be postponed until we agree on a 
series of votes today. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on that 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 

will be set. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I may 
speak up to 7 minutes as in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. What is the amount 

of time? 
Mr. COLEMAN. Up to 7 minutes. I 

probably will not need that much time. 
Mr. STEVENS. The Senator has the 

floor. I will not object now, but we are 
trying to get the votes put together so 
we can start at 11 o’clock for the con-
venience of the Senate because com-
mittee meetings are going to take 
place. I will not object now. To any fur-
ther interruption, I will object. 

ESTATE TAX AND EXTENSION OF TAX RELIEF 
ACT OF 2006 

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam President, I 
want to speak about unfounded con-
cerns raised about the minimum wage 
increase proposal of the Estate Tax and 
Extension of Tax Relief Act of 2006. 

I have long supported an increase in 
the minimum wage in order to help 
raise the living standards of America’s 
hard-working families. I voted for Sen-
ator KENNEDY’s amendment on a num-
ber of occasions. I voted for a minimum 
wage increase with or without a tip 
credit. It has been 9 years since we last 
increased the minimum wage. Many 
States—mine included—have raised 
their minimum wage higher than the 
Federal level. 

The tax bill we will take up tomor-
row increases the minimum wage. The 
bill would also provide for a tip credit 
in those States—again, like my own— 
that don’t currently allow for a tip 
credit. Again, I have supported a min-
imum wage increase with and without 
a tip credit. We have an opportunity to 
increase the minimum wage, and there 
is a tip credit provision in there. 

I find it regrettable that some of my 
Democratic colleagues are now arguing 
that the tip credit provision would ac-
tually lead to a reduction in the min-
imum wage for those workers in nontip 
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credit States. It is interesting that 
these colleagues of mine make this ar-
gument at a time when we are close to 
providing an increase in the minimum 
wage. Not once have these colleagues 
of mine made such claims when the 
Senate considered this very same pro-
posal on several occasions in the recent 
past. 

Contrary to what some are saying, 
the fact is that the tip credit would 
only apply to future increases in the 
minimum wage. I will repeat that. The 
tip credit would only apply to future 
increases in the minimum wage—not to 
the current minimum wage. 

The charge that the tip credit provi-
sion would result in the minimum wage 
for tipped workers going down is abso-
lutely false. 

If you read closely the proposal’s lan-
guage, it says a worker cannot be paid 
less than ‘‘the cash wage paid such em-
ployee which is required under such 
law, ordinance, regulation, or order on 
the date of enactment. . . .’’ That is 
how the bill reads. 

It also appears that the critics of this 
provision have not taken into consider-
ation section 218 of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, which prohibits em-
ployers from paying less than the cur-
rent minimum wage. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter from the 
Assistant Secretary for Employment 
Standards, U.S. Department of Labor, 
Victoria Lipnic. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AUGUST 2, 2006. 
Hon. BILL FRIST, M.D., 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR LEADER FRIST: You have asked for 
the views of the Department of Labor’s Wage 
and Hour Division (WHD) regarding Section 
402 of the Estate Tax and Extension of Tax 
Relief Act of 2006 (the Act). If Section 402 of 
the Act (‘‘Tipped Wage Fairness’’) were 
passed into law, WHD would read Section 402 
as protecting the current minimum wages of 
the tipped employees in the seven states that 
now exclude a tipped employee’s tips from 
being considered as wages because to do oth-
erwise would be inconsistent with what we 
understand to be the intent of Congress and 
the Fair Labor Standards Act, which WHD 
enforces. 

Nevertheless, we are aware that some have 
argued that Section 402 is ambiguous. We 
would be pleased to work with the Congress 
to clarify that the intent of Congress is to 
protect the current minimum wages of 
tipped employees. Please contact me if the 
Department can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 
VICTORIA A. LIPNIC. 

Mr. COLEMAN. This letter says that 
absolutely the Fair Labor Standards 
Act prohibits employers from paying 
less than the current minimum wage. 
That is to be taken into consideration 
in terms of what the Senate is doing 
with the minimum wage tip credit pro-
vision. 

The letter from the Department of 
Labor is very clear. If my colleagues 
have any question, this is now part of 
the RECORD; I have asked that it be 

printed in the RECORD. It lays it out 
very clearly. 

Again, the letter states that if the 
tip credit becomes law, the Labor De-
partment reads it ‘‘as protecting the 
current minimum wages of the tipped 
employees in the seven States that now 
exclude a tipped employee’s tips from 
being considered as wages because to 
do otherwise would be inconsistent 
with what we understand to be the in-
tent of Congress and the Fair Labor 
Standards Act.’’ 

In my State, the minimum wage is 
$6.15. Our employee wages are not 
going to be decreased if this tip provi-
sion comes in. If there is an increase 
above that, then of that amount of the 
increase, you could use tip credits to 
compensate for that, with no decrease 
in the minimum wage. 

This is nothing more than an effort 
by my colleagues on the other side to 
steal defeat from the jaws of victory as 
we move to the opportunity to pass an 
increase in the Federal minimum wage. 
Let’s not miss that opportunity. Let’s 
support this bill and get this done on 
Friday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, re-
garding amendment No. 4784, I ask 
unanimous consent that on page 2, sec-
tion 2 be deleted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 4784), as modi-

fied, is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. (a) POSTING OF CERTAIN REPORTS 

ON DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INTERNET 
WEBSITE.—Each report described in sub-
section (b) shall be posted on the Internet 
website of the Department of Defense for the 
public not later than 48 hours after the sub-
mittal of such report to Congress. 

(b) COVERED REPORTS.—The reports de-
scribed in this subsection are the reports as 
follows: 

(1) Each report required by a provision of 
this Act to be submitted by the Department 
of Defense to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(c) REDACTION OF CERTAIN INFORMATION.— 
In posting a report on the Internet website of 
the Department under subsection (a), the 
Secretary of Defense may redact any infor-
mation whose release to the public would, as 
determined by the Secretary, compromise 
the national security of the United States. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted to withdraw 
the point of order under rule XVI and 
that the vote on the issue of germane-
ness be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. It is my under-

standing that the Senator from Okla-
homa wants a vote on that amend-
ment. Is that correct? 

Mr. COBURN. That’s correct. 
Mr. STEVENS. We are prepared to 

accept it, but if the Senator wishes a 
vote, he is entitled to it. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, we 

expect the Senator from Oklahoma to 
raise two additional amendments. It is 
our hope that we can ask unanimous 
consent in a short time that a series of 
votes on the Coburn amendments start 
around 11 o’clock. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4785 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be set aside, and I call 
up amendment No. 4785. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 4785. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To ensure the fiscal integrity of 

travel payments made by the Department 
of Defense) 

On page 218, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 8109. Not later than 90 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to the con-
gressional defense committees and the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform of the House 
of Representatives a report— 

(1) describing risk assessments performed 
by the Department of Defense on payments 
made by the Department for travel, as re-
quired under section 2 of the Improper Pay-
ments Information Act of 2002 (Public Law 
107–300; 31 U.S.C. 3321 note); 

(2) including an estimate, using statis-
tically valid methods, of improper payments 
for travel that have been processed by the 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
(DFAS); and 

(3) including an explanation that the meth-
ods used to perform risk assessments are sta-
tistically valid in accordance with Office of 
Management and Budget Memorandum 30–13 
issued pursuant to the Improper Payments 
Information Act of 2002 (Public Law 107–300; 
31 U.S.C. 3321 note). 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, this 
is a straightforward amendment. Ev-
erybody knows we are having problems 
in the Department of Defense in terms 
of management and accounting and 
control. There is a law called the Im-
proper Payments Act. Quite frankly, 
the law is not being followed by the De-
partment of Defense. 

This amendment is very narrow in its 
focus. What it does is directs the DOD 
to improve the methodology for esti-
mating improper payments related to 
travel and to provide risk assessments 
that determine whether travel pay-
ments at DOD are at a significant risk 
of making improper payments. 
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We know of a minimum of $30 million 

in airline tickets that were not used, 
but we didn’t get our money back for 
last year. We know of another $30 mil-
lion that was at least bought inappro-
priately, and this is done outside of the 
Defense Department, not within. The 
Defense Department is not assessing 
that. All this amendment does is say 
you ought to figure out and look at 
what you are making improper pay-
ments for. 

What we do know, from our sub-
committee hearings, is that there is in 
the neighborhood of $20 billion to $30 
billion of improper payments made by 
the Defense Department every year on 
a $553 billion budget. Those problems 
cannot be solved overnight. We are 
working hard. As a matter of fact, we 
are having a hearing today on the man-
agement techniques and information 
systems that the DOD is using. They 
are starting to make the corrections to 
be better stewards of our money. 

This is a simple amendment that 
says they ought to follow the Improper 
Payments Act for this one segment, for 
the purpose of finding and eliminating 
payments that should not have been 
made, or were made for incorrect 
amounts by the Defense Department. 
We have had three hearings in our sub-
committee on improper payments. The 
minimum in this Government, includ-
ing Medicare, Medicaid, and Defense, is 
around $100 billion a year in wrong 
payments made by the Federal Govern-
ment. There is over $30 billion in Med-
icaid and $36 billion in Medicare. This 
large quantity in the Defense Depart-
ment—plus many of the other agen-
cies—is not even being reported or 
looked at. There is $1.6 billion in food 
stamps. I could go on and on. 

The fact is, when we are running a 
deficit such as we are and we are bor-
rowing the money from our grandkids, 
we ought to do every small thing we 
can to improve the stewardship of that 
money. The DOD is reporting improper 
payment information for only three 
programs—the military retirement 
fund, military health benefits and, for 
the first time this year, military pay. 

There are significant other improper 
payments within the Pentagon. We 
know it and we are going after it and 
we are going to try to solve it. The Im-
proper Payments Act doesn’t exempt 
this agency from its requirements. No 
agency is exempt. What it says is: Per-
form a risk assessment, develop a sta-
tistically valid assessment of improper 
payments, develop corrective action, 
and report the results. If you are not 
doing any of that, you are not going to 
know what we are wasting, and you are 
not going to be able to develop a plan 
or figure out how to correct the prob-
lem. 

So all this amendment does is take 
one small area of it and say do the im-
proper payments on it. It is one area 
where they can do it fairly simply and 
they can accomplish it. It is asking 
them to do it. It requires them to pro-
vide the congressional defense commit-

tees and the Governmental Affairs 
Committee the risk assessments for 
fiscal year 2005 that determine whether 
travel payments at DOD are at a sig-
nificant risk of making improper pay-
ments. We already know that because 
that is what the Defense Travel Sys-
tem debate is all about. It requires 
DOD to use a statistically valid esti-
mate for determining whether travel 
payments are at risk or making signifi-
cant improper payments. Finally, it re-
quires DOD to provide a justification 
for the methodology and making sure 
it is statistically valid and accurate, 
representing the full universe of travel 
payments by DOD. This isn’t a small 
amount of money. They spend a ton on 
travel, and they ought to spend it wise-
ly. They shouldn’t waste a penny be-
cause anything we are wasting can’t be 
used in a way to support our troops and 
do what we need to do. 

We have cleared this with the Parlia-
mentarian in terms of it being ger-
mane, and we hope the Senate will con-
cur with this amendment. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

think we should welcome the devotion 
of the Senator from Oklahoma to be 
concerned about the Improper Pay-
ments Act, and if the Senator’s amend-
ment applied to any payments made 
pursuant to this act, I certainly would 
have no objection. We are prepared to 
accept it. 

This covers a great deal more than 
that, though, those made under exist-
ing law and those made to, as I under-
stand it, in the areas of homeland secu-
rity and Government affairs. I wish the 
Senator would say that this covers—to 
be clear under rule XVI—payments 
made out of any funds provided by this 
act. If he did that, I am prepared to ac-
cept it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, let 
me describe the recent assessment by 
the Department of Defense: For pay-
ments made within the Department of 
Defense for travel—for travel—as re-
quired under section 2 of the Improper 
Payments Information Act. 

Mr. STEVENS. From the funds pro-
vided in this act? There are funds pro-
vided in other acts. For instance, the 
funds provided to the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency come from the funds 
that are provided through the National 
Intelligence Director’s Office, but they 
come to DIA. But we are very specific 
about it. If the payments are made pur-
suant to this act, we agree with it. 

Mr. COBURN. That is what this says. 
Mr. STEVENS. No, no, it does not. It 

says: All payments made by the De-
partment—— 

Mr. COBURN. Will the chairman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. STEVENS. It says performed by 
the Department on payments made for 
travel. 

Mr. COBURN. Would the chairman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes. 

Mr. COBURN. Is there a reason, even 
if the money was spent from NSA or 
Defense Intelligence, that you wouldn’t 
want an improper payments evaluation 
for that money? 

Mr. STEVENS. I don’t have any prob-
lems with this—this Senator doesn’t 
have any problem with complying with 
the Improper Payments Information 
Act. I have to tell you, I am not in-
formed about that act in detail, but I 
know there are payments made 
through DIA and through NSA and 
through other agencies and that if they 
remain, there would have to be a dis-
claimer in here about classification 
and other things. But if you just say it 
is from the Department under this act, 
I don’t think you have that problem. 
And this act is a 1-year bill, it is not— 
in truth, this should be applied to the 
Department of Defense authorization 
bill, and then they could have a bill 
that would authorize for more than 1 
year. By definition, this bill is a 1-year 
bill. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, if 
the chairman would yield, I did apply 
this to the Defense authorization bill 
and it is in conference—it is going to 
conference, and the chairman of that 
committee accepted it. 

Mr. STEVENS. I can understand why 
he would. I don’t understand why the 
Senator wants it on this bill, too, be-
cause it has a problem on this bill that 
it doesn’t have on the authorization 
bill. 

Mr. COBURN. I would be happy to 
add an amendment or a caveat that 
says ‘‘under this act.’’ Would that sat-
isfy the chairman? 

Mr. STEVENS. If you do that, I 
would not raise a point of order under 
rule XVI. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4785, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

submit an amendment to this amend-
ment and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. Do I have the right to ask to 
modify the Senator’s amendment in 
that regard? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
take unanimous consent. 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to modify the 
Senator’s amendment with the amend-
ment that is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 4785), as modi-

fied, is as follows: 
On page 218, between lines 6 and 7, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8109. Not later than 90 days after the 

date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall, with regard to pay-
ments made with Funds provided by this 
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Act, submit to the congressional defense 
committees and the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on Government 
Reform of the House of Representatives a re-
port— 

(1) describing risk assessments performed 
by the Department of Defense on payments 
made by the Department for travel, as re-
quired under section 2 of the Improper Pay-
ments Information Act of 2002 (Public Law 
107–300; 31 U.S.C. 3321 note); 

(2) including an estimate, using statis-
tically valid methods, of improper payments 
for travel that have been processed by the 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
(DFAS); and 

(3) including an explanation that the meth-
ods used to perform risk assessments are sta-
tistically valid in accordance with Office of 
Management and Budget Memorandum 30–13 
issued pursuant to the Improper Payments 
Information Act of 2002 (Public Law 107–300; 
31 U.S.C. 3321 note). 

Mr. STEVENS. Does the Senator 
wish to have a vote on this amend-
ment? 

Mr. COBURN. I do. 
Mr. STEVENS. We are prepared to 

accept it. Does the Senator still wish a 
recorded vote? 

Mr. COBURN. I do. 
Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I 

ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4848 
Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 

ask that the pending amendment be set 
aside, and I call up amendment No. 
4848. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 4848. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require notice to Congress and 

the public on earmarks of funds available 
to the Department of Defense) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. (a) REPORTS TO CONGRESS AND 

NOTICE TO PUBLIC ON EARMARKS IN FUNDS 
AVAILABLE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE.—The Secretary of Defense shall sub-
mit to Congress, and post on the Internet 
website of the Department of Defense avail-
able to the public, information as follows: 

(1) A description of each earmark of funds 
made available to the Department of Defense 
by this Act, including the location (by city, 
State, country, and congressional district if 
relevant) in which the earmarked funds are 
to be utilized, the purpose of such earmark 
(if known), and the recipient of such ear-
mark. 

(2) The total cost of administering each 
such earmark including the amount of such 
earmark, staff time, administrative ex-
penses, and other costs. 

(3) The total cost of administering all such 
earmarks. 

(4) An assessment of the utility of each 
such earmark in meeting the goals of the De-

partment, set forth using a rating system as 
follows: 

(A) A for an earmark that directly ad-
vances the primary goals of the Department 
or an agency, element, or component of the 
Department. 

(B) B for an earmark that advances many 
of the primary goals of the Department or an 
agency, element, or component of the De-
partment. 

(C) C for an earmark that may advance 
some of the primary goals of the Department 
or an agency, element, or component of the 
Department. 

(D) D for an earmark that cannot be dem-
onstrated as being cost-effective in advanc-
ing the primary goals of the Department or 
any agency, element, or component of the 
Department. 

(E) F for an earmark that distracts from or 
otherwise impedes that capacity of the De-
partment to meet the primary goals of the 
Department. 

(b) EARMARK DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘earmark’’ means a provision of law, or 
a directive contained within a joint explana-
tory statement or report accompanying a 
conference report or bill (as applicable), that 
specifies the identity of an entity, program, 
project, or service, including a defense sys-
tem, to receive assistance not requested by 
the President and the amount of the assist-
ance to be so received. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, this 
is an amendment which we know is 
needed. We have seen it through the 
conviction of a Member of Congress. 

What this does is require an analysis 
of the total cost of earmarks and the 
effectiveness of each in meeting the 
goals of the Department of Defense. 
Earmarks are consuming a growing 
proportion of the Defense funding. The 
number of earmarks in the appropria-
tion laws has grown from 587 in the De-
partment of Defense in 1994 to 2,847 in 
2006. The amount of money earmarked 
has increased over the same period 
from $4.2 billion to $9.4 billion. The 
amount earmarked as a percentage of 
the total Defense budget has risen to 
2.4 percent in 2006. 

It is my belief that earmarks are si-
phoning away funds from other na-
tional security priorities. Last year, 
the White House Office of Management 
and Budget wrote to the House Appro-
priations Committee warning that the 
hundreds of millions of dollars set 
aside for congressional pork projects 
would be slashed from a Pentagon pro-
gram designed to fill some military 
desk jobs with civilians and would 
thereby limit one of the Defense De-
partment’s most productive initiatives 
for reducing the strain on our Armed 
Forces and free up critically needed 
troops for the global war on terror. 
OMB’s letter said the committee’s ad-
ditions to the Navy’s shipbuilding pro-
gram and budget, and numerous other 
smaller funding increases, preempts 
the Department’s ability to invest 
cost-effectively in 21st century capa-
bilities and that the administration is 
concerned that these reductions could 
damage the readiness of the U.S. forces 
and their preparedness. 

Earmarks or projects directed by 
Members could be used to offset much 
of the cost of the emergency supple-

mental bills that have been used to fi-
nance the various front lines in the war 
against terrorism. The emergency sup-
plemental bill passed by Congress and 
signed by the President this last month 
provided $65.8 billion to support Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom and Operation En-
during Freedom. The total amount 
spent on earmarks in Defense appro-
priations spent over the past 3 years 
was $27 billion—about 47 percent of the 
amount needed to pay for the contin-
ued military operations in these battle-
fronts in the war against terrorism. 
What we have done instead is relied on 
emergency spending, which is not off-
set; it is directly added to the debt of 
our kids, undermining their future 
standard of living. 

All this amendment does is say: Let’s 
do an analysis. Let’s see if the things 
that are being earmarked by individual 
Members of Congress actually support 
the defense of the country versus the 
defense of some special interest back 
home. 

Interestingly, the chairman objected 
to Senator DURBIN’s amendment to do 
brain trauma research at the Univer-
sity of Chicago, and rightly so. We 
have had 1,700 brain-injured troops 
from traumatic brain injuries. There is 
research going on across this country 
on traumatic brain injury. The reason 
is that we have 1,700 a year from 4- 
wheelers and another 1,700 from motor-
cycles. So the point is, do we put the 
money in our troops or do we put the 
money in investing in projects back 
home that make us look good but 
aren’t a priority with the troops? 

Let’s talk about this supplemental 
which we just passed this past year: $80 
billion. Ten million dollars went to ex-
pand wastewater facilities in Pennsyl-
vania. The University of Texas South-
western Medical Center got $3 million; 
Dosoto County, MS, got $35 million; 
the Fire Sciences Academy in Elk, NV, 
got $4 million. 

We know the problems with ear-
marking in terms of the recent con-
gressional corruption and ethics 
probes. What this amendment does is 
adds transparency and accountability 
to the earmark process. If it is good, 
then the Defense Department study 
will say: Yes, it is something we should 
have done. If it will waste, then we will 
say: It is wasted. The fact is we are 
loading to the tune of billions of dol-
lars a year projects Members of Con-
gress want but the Defense Department 
doesn’t want that interfere with their 
mission rather than help their mission. 

An analysis of the usefulness of each 
earmark in advancing the goals of the 
Department of Defense is the purpose 
of this amendment. This will provide 
Members of Congress a more complete 
view of the cost-effectiveness of the 
earmarks and whether they continue 
to warrant additional funding. 

The annual earmark report will en-
sure that policymakers and the public 
are fully aware of the impact of unnec-
essary earmarks on the budget of the 
Department of Defense and siphon 
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away from military preparedness and 
our national defense. The grading sys-
tem will likewise provide needed infor-
mation to the appropriators about 
projects that are inserted in the bills 
that have not had proper oversight, de-
bate, or discussion. This added trans-
parency will ensure that every Member 
of Congress can cast a truly informed 
vote and ensure greater accountability 
for how Federal funds are allocated and 
spent. 

This is at the heart of the confidence 
of the American people with Congress. 
Do we earmark something because it is 
the best thing for the country to do, is 
it the best long-term choice, or do we 
earmark something because it helps us 
individually? 

I would say there isn’t one State in 
this country that can be healthy if this 
country isn’t healthy. There can’t be 
one community that can end up 
healthy if the country isn’t healthy 
economically. None of us can be free 
unless we are all free. So the idea is 
not to eliminate earmarks; it is just 
saying after they have happened, then 
let’s look at them and see if they really 
accomplished something worthwhile 
for the defense of this country and 
should we have spent the money in 
doing that. 

There are multiple examples I can 
put into the RECORD, and I will submit 
to the RECORD with unanimous consent 
a list of the ongoing probes that are 
there in terms of earmarks and the De-
fense Department. But I think it is in-
cumbent upon us to reestablish the 
confidence of the American public that 
when we earmark, what we are doing is 
accurate, it is needed, and it is some-
thing that will, in fact, inure to the de-
fense of this country and the defense of 
our children’s financial health. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to a series of votes 
in relation to the following amend-
ments: Coburn amendment No. 4787 for 
conferences, Coburn amendment No. 
4784, as modified, for posting of reports, 
and Coburn amendment No. 4785, as 
modified, for improper payments. 

The Senator has a pending amend-
ment. That would not be included. It is 
because of the timeframe associated 
with meetings that are scheduled today 
that the leadership has asked that we 
proceed to the votes on these three 
amendments. I further ask that no 
amendments be in order to the amend-
ments prior to the votes and that all 
votes be limited to 10 minutes each and 
there be 2 minutes equally divided on 
the votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. All the votes have the 
yeas and nays, is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 

vote is on the motion to table amend-

ment No. 4787. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, 2 min-
utes before each vote. Senator COBURN 
and I each have 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 2 minutes equally divided. 

Who yields time? The Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, this is a 
real straightforward amendment. The 
Defense Department spends more on 
conferences than all the other pro-
grams combined. It has grown signifi-
cantly in the last 5 years. Every dollar 
that is spent on a conference in Las 
Vegas, the Presiding Officer’s home, or 
in Hawaii or south Florida is a dollar 
that doesn’t go to our troops. We are 
not saying eliminate the needed con-
ferences. We are saying do some sac-
rifice when it comes to conferences so 
we have money to fund our troops ap-
propriately. Be wise, use digital video 
conferencing where you can, and make 
some sacrifice within the ease of travel 
and conference fun and fair for our 
troops. 

It is $70 million a year. Less than 5 
years ago it was $58 million. Can we 
not, can we not spend less on con-
ferences, do it a different way, and still 
accomplish what we need for the 
troops? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. The committee has 

already cut $85 million from travel 
funds for the Department. This would 
say that for programs related to staff 
and travel costs and conference pro-
grams or other conference matters, the 
total amount available to the whole 
Department—over a million people in 
over 120 countries in the world—will be 
limited to $70 million. We are unable to 
run the Department at $70 million a 
year. So I proposed and made a motion 
to table the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) 
would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS), 
the Senator from New York (Mrs. CLIN-
TON), and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) are nec-
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON) would vote ‘‘nay.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 36, 
nays 60, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 223 Leg.] 
YEAS—36 

Akaka 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Dayton 
Dole 
Durbin 
Gregg 
Hagel 

Hatch 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Mikulski 

Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Roberts 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Specter 
Stevens 
Vitter 
Warner 

NAYS—60 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brownback 
Burns 
Burr 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 

DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lincoln 

Lott 
McCain 
Menendez 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Santorum 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Smith 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Voinovich 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Baucus 
Bunning 

Clinton 
Lieberman 

The motion was rejected. 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote, and I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4787) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote, and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there 
are two more amendments. These are 
10-minute votes, at the request of the 
leadership. I hope we can keep to that 
time. We are ready to take all three 
amendments to conference. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4787 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Coburn amendment No. 4787 is the next 
amendment. There is 2 minutes equally 
divided. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, all this 

amendment says is that with the ex-
ception of anything related to national 
security, whatever they report ought 
to be made available to the American 
public. It is real simple. They have the 
Web site capability. If they report it, 
and it doesn’t have anything to do with 
national security in terms of pro-
tecting our security, they ought to re-
port it to the rest of the Members of 
Congress as well as to the rest of the 
American public. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 
ready to take the amendment to con-
ference on a voice vote. Is the Senator 
willing to accept a voice vote? 
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Mr. COBURN. I will accept a voice 

vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4787) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4785, AS MODIFIED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

2 minutes of debate equally divided on 
Coburn amendment No. 4785, as modi-
fied. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, again, 

if the Senator will yield, we are willing 
to take this amendment to conference 
and accept it on a voice vote. Is the 
Senator willing to accept a voice vote? 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, the only 
problem with that is I think the Senate 
ought to have a rollcall vote on wheth-
er improper payments which have been 
made by the Department of Defense 
ought to be held in conference. I would 
like to have a recorded vote to em-
power the chairman of the committee 
to hold this in conference. 

All this says is, let’s look at im-
proper payments of the Department of 
Defense. They make more improper 
payments than anywhere in the Gov-
ernment. They only look at three areas 
out of all the areas. The law says they 
should report improper payments. That 
is all I am asking for. Let’s make them 
report the improper payments under 
the Improper Payments Act of 2002 
which says they should. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
Improper Payments Act is not within 
the jurisdiction of our committee. We 
agreed that it should be reported. I be-
lieve the committee of jurisdiction 
ought to have hearings to determine 
whether there is improper compliance. 
We are pleased to accept it. If a rollcall 
vote is required, let us go ahead. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS) 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ators were necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) and 
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WAR-
NER). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—96 yeas, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 224 Leg.] 
YEAS—96 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 

Brownback 
Burns 
Burr 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Coburn 

Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
Dayton 
DeMint 
DeWine 

Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Jeffords 
Johnson 

Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McCain 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 

Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Baucus 
Bunning 

Lieberman 
Warner 

The amendment (No. 4785), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

VOTE EXPLANATION 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 

to discuss my absence today during 
rollcall vote No. 224. The vote was in 
reference to Senate amendment No. 
4785, offered by my colleague, Senator 
COBURN. Senator COBURN’s amendment, 
which sought to ensure fiscal integrity 
of travel payments made by the De-
partment of Defense, passed the Senate 
by a vote of 96 to 0. 

During the vote, I was serving as 
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, chairing a very impor-
tant hearing on Iraq, Afghanistan, and 
the global war on terrorism. Witnesses 
at the hearing included Secretary of 
Defense, Donald Rumsfeld; Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Peter 
Pace; and General John Abizaid, Com-
mander, United States Central Com-
mand. My vote would not have affected 
the outcome of this amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 4755, 4808, 4847, AND 4828, EN 
BLOC 

Mr. STEVENS. I have a managers’ 
package: amendment 4755, for Senator 
SANTORUM, regarding maritime inspec-
tion; amendment 4808, for Senator BILL 
NELSON, regarding UAV virtual train-
ing; amendment 4847, for Senator REED 
of Rhode Island, regarding recoil miti-
gation; amendment 4828, for Senator 
CHAMBLISS, regarding linguists. 

I send this package to the desk. I ask 
unanimous consent it be considered en 
bloc, agreed to, and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments were agreed to, as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 4755 
(Purpose: To make available from Research, 

Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy, 
up to $2,500,000 for Navy research and de-
velopment activities on the Wireless Mari-
time Inspection System as part of the 
Smartship Wireless Project of the Navy) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 

AND EVALUATION, NAVY’’, up to $2,500,000 may 
be available for the Wireless Maritime In-
spection System as part of the Smartship 
Wireless Project of the Navy. 

AMENDEMENT NO. 4808 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 

Sec. . Of the amount appropriated in title 
IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, TEST and EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to 
$5,000,000 may be made available for the Vir-
tual Training and Airspace Management 
Simulation for Unmanned Aerial Vehicles. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4847 

(Purpose: To make available from Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, De-
fense-Wide, up to $3,000,000 for Small and 
Medium Caliber Recoil Mitigation Tech-
nologies) 

At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’, up to 
$3,000,000 may be available for Small and Me-
dium Caliber Recoil Mitigation Technologies 
(PE #1160402BB). 

AMENDMENT NO. 4828 

(Purpose: To make available from Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Army, 
up to $1,000,000 for the Automated Commu-
nications Support System for 
WARFIGHTERS, Intelligence Community, 
Linguists, and Analysts) 

At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to $1,000,000 may 
be available for the Automated Communica-
tions Support System for WARFIGHTERS, 
Intelligence Community, Linguists, and Ana-
lysts. 

Mr. STEVENS. We are continuing to 
work on the agreements. I hope Mem-
bers come forward to help work them 
out. We still have the opportunity to 
finish this bill before we leave this 
week. There are some 34 amendments 
still pending we are working on. I do 
believe a lot of them can be worked 
out, as these last four were. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4827 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Senator 
BOND and I have amendment No. 4827. I 
ask consent the pending amendment be 
set aside and it be in order to call up 
that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I will be brief on amend-
ment No. 4827. This is an amendment 
that the distinguished senior Senator 
from Missouri and I filed yesterday. It 
guarantees that $2.4 billion of the $13 
billion included in the managers’ pack-
age on Tuesday for the Army and Ma-
rine Corps be allocated for National 
Guard equipment. It does not add any 
money. It ensures that the promises 
that have already been made to the 
Guard about funding will be fulfilled 
and, also, of course, make sure we have 
a much needed infusion of equipment 
to the National Guard. 

It follows an amendment that Sen-
ator BOND and I introduced last Sep-
tember to the Fiscal Year 2006 Defense 
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Appropriations, in the immediate 
aftermath of Hurricane Katrina. We re-
alized, with the significant shortfalls 
in equipment available to the Guard at 
home for use in such natural disasters 
or other domestic emergencies, if, God 
forbid, we had another such tragedy, 
the Guard would not have had enough 
trucks, tractors, and communication 
gear across the country to adequately 
respond. 

The problem then—and still is—that 
much of their equipment has been left 
in Iraq, where the National Guard has 
been indispensable. 

Since the start of the war in Iraq, 
Guard units have deployed with their 
gear and then, after a year, they have 
left this gear for use by other units ar-
riving in Iraq. Worse still, the National 
Guard has consistently been under-
funded, leaving it with well less than 
the required equipment stocks. 

These low levels of equipment threat-
en the Guard’s ability to carry out the 
two critical prongs of its dual mission. 

Two days ago, the top National 
Guard LTG Steven Blum, reported that 
more than two-thirds of the Army Na-
tional Guard’s 34 brigades are not com-
bat ready, due largely to vast equip-
ment shortfalls. 

Almost a year after Katrina, the De-
partment of Defense leadership—which 
is ultimately responsible for moni-
toring the Guard’s capabilities—has 
yet to recognize this clear problem, let 
alone to develop a real funding plan to 
deal with the problem. 

The $900 million included in last 
year’s, Defense appropriations bill was 
only the beginning of addressing this 
major problem with shortfalls—a prob-
lem that General Blum himself esti-
mates to total nearly $21 billion. 

Congress has no choice but to act. 
That is why this amendment takes an-
other step toward addressing the 
Guard’s response capabilities at home. 
It adds $2.4 billion on top of the fund-
ing in the regular bill and bridge sup-
plemental for the Guard to procure 
equipment—for items as diverse as re-
manufactured tanks, radios, medium- 
sized trucks, and command-and-control 
systems. 

I would like to commend Senator 
STEVENS and Senator INOUYE, who were 
able to identify almost $340 million in 
National Guard and Reserve equipment 
in the committee markup of the base-
line Defense bill. That number shows 
the enormous support that exists with-
in the Defense Subcommittee, espe-
cially when the Senate Defense alloca-
tion was $9 billion below that set in the 
House of Representatives. 

On behalf of our Guard units, our 
Guard members, and of all Americans 
who so acutely rely on their steadfast 
readiness and service, I urge my col-
leagues to vote now for a much-needed, 
higher level for the Guard. 

This problem is so pressing and so se-
vere that we cannot afford to lose mo-
mentum. 

I just mention again, 2 days ago the 
top National Guard General, LTG Ste-

ven Blum, reported that more than 
two-thirds of the Army National 
Guard’s 34 brigades are not combat 
ready. 

We really have no choice but to act. 
This will not even begin to handle the 
problems, but it will be a good start. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to add, after Senator BOND’s name 
and my name, Senator MENENDEZ of 
New Jersey and Senators LINCOLN, 
DODD, LANDRIEU, LAUTENBERG, DORGAN, 
MIKULSKI, HARKIN, ROCKEFELLER, BAU-
CUS, and JEFFORDS as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished chairman of the Na-
tional Guard Caucus, who has labored 
indefatigably in this area, calling on 
his experience not only as a U.S. Sen-
ator but especially his experience when 
he was Governor and commander in 
chief of the Guard in his own State. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague and fellow chairman of the 
National Guard caucus for his kind 
words. As most people in this body 
know, we have had wonderful, bipar-
tisan cooperation supporting the great 
work of the Guard. 

As the Senator from Vermont was 
kind enough to note, I did have the ex-
perience of being commander in chief 
of our National Guard in Missouri for 8 
years. And I have since followed very 
closely what they have done. 

Our National Guard, as I think every-
body knows, has provided about 40 per-
cent of the boots on the ground in Iraq 
and in the conflict against 
Islamofascism. They went into that 
battle, being called up for their na-
tional security service, short of equip-
ment. They are short of equipment be-
cause, as the Senator from Vermont 
and I have explained time after time 
after time, the Pentagon, when it is 
faced with a shortfall of equipment or 
resources, tends to take care of the ac-
tive forces first. 

No one who knows my personal situa-
tion would think I am not sympathetic 
to the needs of the active forces. I very 
much want to see them get the support 
they need. I understand what is going 
on in the Pentagon. But the National 
Guard has fallen so far behind in its 
equipment accounts because of the 
pressure of the need to restock and 
reset other branches of Government. 

When we found that a significant 
sum of money would be available for 
providing equipment that is vitally 
needed for our National Guard, for our 
entire military, it was extremely im-
portant that we carve out a small 
amount, which is covered by this 
amendment, that would go directly to 
the Guard. 

Now, we have been told this could 
have been accepted if we said the 
money ‘‘may’’ go to the National 
Guard. That is precisely the problem: 
that money could have gone to the Na-
tional Guard under any circumstances. 

But, in fact, it is not going to the Na-
tional Guard. When there are com-
peting needs in the active military, 
they get first call. 

Let me be clear: The National Guard 
is being fully active, not only in the 
work they are doing overseas but in 
their homeland defense activities. 

Now, when you take a look at the na-
tional service mission, when they go 
abroad, as has been pointed out on the 
floor, and they take equipment with 
them, they leave it there because it 
does not make sense to transport 
equipment back from the fighting 
frontlines when they have carried it 
over there. So, as a result, that equip-
ment is left there. When the Guard 
units come home, they have lost even 
more equipment. That means they are 
falling far, far behind in their needed 
equipment coverage. 

Now, at the same time, when they 
went over they left the homeland de-
fense or the natural disaster equipment 
at a far, far insufficient rate. Most 
Guard units are about one-third 
equipped. In other words, if they have 
nine units, only three of them are fully 
equipped. 

I pointed out on the floor last year, 
after Hurricane Katrina, we were very 
proud that one of our National Guard 
engineering battalions was called to 
Louisiana. And they did a magnificent 
job. As a matter of fact, they did such 
a magnificent job that the adjutant 
general of Louisiana and the Governor 
of Louisiana sought another of the 
three engineering battalions from Mis-
souri to come down. The bad news was 
that one out of the three battalions 
that we had took the only equipment 
we had. We did not have equipment for 
a second battalion that could have 
been very, very well used by our Guard 
in assisting the recovery mission in 
Louisiana or Mississippi or Texas or 
other areas. 

That is why it is so important to 
make sure we are fully equipped. 

More than 200,000 Guard troops have 
left their homes, their jobs, and their 
families to participate in the war on 
terror in Afghanistan and Iraq and 
other missions since 9/11. The National 
Guard has provided as much as half of 
the combat force and 40 percent of the 
total force in Iraq. They are per-
forming their duties with honor and 
valor, often at great cost to their fami-
lies and their own lives. 

The Guard also helps local responders 
deal with overwhelming natural disas-
ters here at home such as hurricanes, 
tornados, and floods. 

The modified amendment will pro-
vide an additional $2.4 billion for Na-
tional Guard and Army Reserve needs 
on top of the funds already provided in 
the bill under title III and title IX. 

Lieutenant General Blum in a recent 
interview had this to say about Na-
tional Guard readiness: 

I am further behind or in an even more dire 
situation than the active Army, but we both 
have the same symptoms, I just have a high-
er fever. 
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It has been widely reported that the 

current funding shortfall for National 
Guard needs is approximately 
$23,000,000,000. 

About a third of this amount is re-
quired to replace equipment consumed 
by the wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, and 
peacekeeping assignments. The re-
mainder is money that is needed to 
close the gap from years of intentional 
underfunding according to Lieutenant 
General Blum, the Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau who also has been 
quoted as saying: 

I am not talking about the icing on the 
cake. That’s the cake. 

It has been reported that more than 
two-thirds of the Army National 
Guard’s 34 brigades are not combat- 
ready due largely to vast equipment 
shortfalls. 

The Army National Guard currently 
has only 34 percent of its required 
equipment. It was recently even worse 
than that. The percentage actually 
dropped for a time to as low as 26 per-
cent as large numbers of units demobi-
lized and the Guard realized the full 
impact of equipment destroyed, dam-
aged or required to remain behind in 
theater. 

Since that new low, there has been 
some recovery so that, at present, the 
percent of required equipment actually 
onhand is 34 percent. That is nowhere 
near enough. 

My colleagues will recall that Sen-
ator LEAHY and I provided over $900 
million in last year’s Defense appro-
priations bill for the shortages in 
equipment. Had we not acted then, the 
state of National Guard equipment 
might be even worse. 

Currently there are 27,000 Guard 
forces deployed overseas and another 
29,000 Guard forces either coming back 
from overseas or preparing to go over-
seas. Additionally there are 6,000 Guard 
troops deployed along the Nation’s bor-
ders. Do the math and you will find 
that there are 62,000 Guard forces mobi-
lized. 

The National Guard Bureau reports 
that 16 percent of its force is mobilized 
in support of the global war on terror 
and 84 percent of the force is actively 
involved in force planning or preparing 
and training to deploy overseas or 
along the border. 

Time and time again the National 
Guard has been a tremendous value for 
the capabilities it provides our Nation, 
providing 40 percent of the total force 
for around 7 to 8 of the budget. 

Let me remind my colleagues that 
our National Guard force must also re-
main cognizant of its homeland defense 
and security role. Our Nation was re-
minded last year during the response 
to Hurricane Katrina of the Guard’s 
other paramount mission. 

The National Guard’s contributions 
to Hurricane Katrina were stellar. The 
magnitude, quality, and timeliness of 
the Guard’s response remains one of 
the less publicized successes of the 
Katrina disaster. The Guard’s success-
ful response was attributable to the 

fact that the Guard is best organized 
and trained to initiate and coordinate 
a civil response of the scale of Katrina. 

This morning I was advised that it 
might be necessary to come to the 
floor to defend this amendment. As I 
noted, it came as a surprise that it 
might be necessary, but now that I am 
here I am eager to defend it. Senator 
LEAHY and I are not alone. I have a let-
ter from the Enlisted Association of 
the National Guard of the United 
States addressed to the bill managers 
which states in part: 

The $2.44 billion will not solve the equip-
ment shortages in the Guard. It will not in-
stantly restore Guard equipment readiness 
to top levels. It will, however, allow the 
Guard to focus its restorative efforts on 
those who are preparing for mobilization, 
and it will help to restore readiness for our 
homeland defense posture. 

Our amendment provides a prudent 
allocation of dollars to the proven and 
effective forces of the National Guard 
and Army Reserve. 

Through it we ensure that the Guard 
and Reserve’s military readiness and 
homeland security resources remain at 
minimally acceptable levels. The funds 
we are providing in this measure are 
absolutely necessary to the health of 
the force. This is why I urge my col-
leagues to send a strong message to the 
citizen-soldiers and Airmen of the Na-
tional Guard and Army Reserve by vot-
ing overwhelmingly in favor of this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I will turn it over to 
my colleague, but I believe it is nec-
essary for us formally to call up 
amendment No. 4827. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator is absolutely right. The Senator 
from Missouri is right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAHAM). The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 

himself and Mr. LEAHY, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. 
LINCOLN, Mr. DODD, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. DORGAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BAUCUS, and 
Mr. JEFFORDS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4827. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To clarify the availability of funds 

for the National Guard for National Guard 
and Reserve equipment) 
At the end of title IX, add the following: 
SEC. 9012. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by this Act by rea-
son of the adoption of Senate Amendment 
4751 (referred to as the ‘‘Stevens amend-
ment’’), $2,440,000,000 is available for the Na-
tional Guard for National Guard and Reserve 
equipment. Such amount is in addition to 
any other amounts available in this title, or 
under title III under the heading ‘‘OTHER 
PROCUREMENT, ARMY’’, for National Guard 
and Reserve equipment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4827, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the amendment be 
modified to include ‘‘and the Army Re-
serve.’’ We have been asked to expand 
this so that the $2,440,000,000 is avail-
able for the National Guard and the 
Army Reserve, for National Guard and 
Reserve equipment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 4827), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

At the end of title IX, add the following: 
SEC. 9012. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by this Act by rea-
son of the adoption of Senate Amendment 
4751 (referred to as the ‘‘Stevens amend-
ment’’), $2,440,000,000 is available for the Na-
tional Guard and the Army Reserve for Na-
tional Guard and Reserve equipment. Such 
amount is in addition to any other amounts 
available in this title, or under title III 
under the heading ‘‘OTHER PROCUREMENT, 
ARMY’’, for National Guard and Reserve 
equipment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I have let-
ters, one from the Enlisted Association 
of the National Guard and one from the 
National Guard Association of the 
United States. I ask unanimous con-
sent that those letters be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ENLISTED ASSOCIATION OF THE NA-
TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES, 

Alexandria, VA, August 3, 2006. 
Senator TED STEVENS, 
Chairman, Senate Defense Appropriations Com-

mittee, Senate Dirksen Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

The Enlisted Association of the National 
Guard of the United States (EANGUS) is the 
only military service association that rep-
resents the interests of every enlisted soldier 
and airmen in the Army and Air National 
Guard. With a constituency base of over 
414,000, and a large retiree membership, 
EANGUS engages Capitol Hill on behalf of 
courageous Guard persons across this nation. 

On behalf of EANGUS, I’d like to commu-
nicate our support, and urge your support, 
for an amendment being offered by Senator 
Bond (SA 4827 to H.R. 5631) to increase fund-
ing for the National Guard and Reserve 
Equipment Account. EANGUS appreciates 
your immediate action to the reported equip-
ment shortages in the Army Guard, and this 
funding is vital to restoring the readiness of 
the Guard. 

The $2.44 billion will not solve the equip-
ment shortages in the Guard. It will not in-
stantly restore Guard equipment readiness 
to top levels. It will, however, allow the 
Guard to focus its restorative efforts on 
those who are preparing for mobilization, 
and it will help to restore readiness for our 
homeland defense posture. 
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Thank you for your continued support of 

our military. If our association can be of fur-
ther help, feel free to contact our Legislative 
Director, SGM (Ret) Frank Yoakum. 

Working for America’s Best! 
MICHAEL P. CLINE, 

Executive Director. 

ENLISTED ASSOCIATION OF THE NA-
TIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES, 

Alexandria, VA, August 3, 2006. 
Senator DANIEL INOUYE, 
Ranking Member, Senate Defense Appropria-

tions Committee, Senate Dirksen Office 
Building, Washington, DC: 

The Enlisted Association of the National 
Guard of the United States (EANGUS) is the 
only military service association that rep-
resents the interests of every enlisted soldier 
and airmen in the Army and Air National 
Guard. With a constituency base of over 
414,000, and a large retiree membership, 
EANGUS engages Capitol Hill on behalf of 
courageous Guard persons across this nation. 

On behalf of EANGUS, I’d like to commu-
nicate our support, and urge your support, 
for an amendment being offered by Senator 
Bond (SA 4827 to H.R. 5631) to increase fund-
ing for the National Guard and Reserve 
Equipment Account. EANGUS appreciates 
your immediate action to the reported equip-
ment shortages in the Army Guard, and this 
funding is vital to restoring the readiness of 
the Guard. 

The $2.44 billion will not solve the equip-
ment shortages in the Guard. It will not in-
stantly restore Guard equipment readiness 
to top levels. It will, however, allow the 
Guard to focus its restorative efforts on 
those who are preparing for mobilization, 
and it will help to restore readiness for our 
homeland defense posture. 

Thank you for your continued support of 
our military. If our association can be of fur-
ther help, feel free to contact our Legislative 
Director, SGM (Ret) Frank Yoakum. 

Working for America’s Best! 
MICHAEL P. CLINE, 

Executive Director. 

NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION 
OF THE UNITED STATES, INC., 
Washington, DC, August 3, 2006. 

Senator TED STEVENS, 
Chairman, Senate Defense Appropriations Com-

mittee, The Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN STEVENS: I am writing to 

urge your support of the Bond-Leahy amend-
ment language (S. 4827) clarifying the Sen-
ate’s intent in its passage of your amend-
ment (S. 4751). 

NGAUS appreciates your action in pro-
viding immediate response to the services 
need for additional funding. We believe 
Bond-Leahy can greatly assist National 
Guard requirements by earmarking $2.44 bil-
lion in addition to the other amounts in the 
bill. 

We continue to have concerns that the Na-
tional Guard leadership consistently has 
problems with DoD in securing funds which 
the Congress has previously identified for 
Guard accounts. 

Your support in this regard is respectfully 
requested. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN M. KOPER, 

President. 

NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION 
OF THE UNITED STATES, INC., 
Washington, DC, August 3, 2006. 

Senator DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
Ranking Minority Member, Senate Defense Ap-

propriations Committee, The Capitol, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR INOUYE: I am writing to 
urge your support of the Bond-Leahy amend-

ment language (S. 4827) clarifying the Sen-
ate’s intent in its passage of Chairman Ste-
ven’s amendment (S. 4751). 

NGAUS appreciates your action in pro-
viding immediate response to the services 
need for additional funding. We believe 
Bond-Leahy can greatly assist National 
Guard requirements by earmarking $2.44 bil-
lion in addition to the other amounts in the 
bill. 

We continue to have concerns that the Na-
tional Guard leadership consistently has 
problems with DoD in securing funds which 
the Congress has previously identified for 
Guard accounts. 

Your support in this regard is respectfully 
requested. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN M. KOPER, 

President. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as I pre-
viously stated, LTG Blum, the head of 
the National Guard, said in a recent 
interview about National Guard readi-
ness: 

I am further behind or in an even more dire 
situation than the active Army, but we both 
have the same symptoms, I just have a high-
er fever. 

And while this $2.4 billion will be a 
significant step forward, the Guard’s 
best estimate for the shortfall is ap-
proximately $23 billion—a third of it to 
replace equipment consumed by the 
wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, and peace-
keeping assignments. The remainder is 
money that is needed to close the gap 
from years of underfunding by the Pen-
tagon. Again, LTG Blum, chief of the 
National Guard Bureau, has said: 

I am not talking about the icing on the 
cake. That’s the cake. 

And they have been cut very badly. 
I have already mentioned that the 

Army National Guard has only 34 per-
cent of its required equipment. At one 
time it dropped as low as 26 percent. 
And with some 27,000 Guard forces de-
ployed overseas, and another 29,000 ei-
ther coming back or preparing to go, 
there is a tremendous need for that 
equipment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we tempo-
rarily set aside the Leahy-Bond amend-
ment for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak on an amendment I 
have filed regarding the Air Force’s 
KC–135 Tanker Replacement Program. 

Like my colleagues in the Senate, 
one of my top priorities is to keep our 
Nation safe. I am working to ensure 
that our servicemembers have the best 
equipment possible. 

Our Air Force has a fleet of aging re-
fueling tankers that are currently ex-
periencing problems. I simply do not 
believe we can wait 35 years to replace 
them. 

While I understand the fiscal con-
straints the Defense Subcommittee was 
under, I believe that the KC–X, the air-
frame that will replace our nearly 40- 
year-old fleet of KC–135 tankers, is 
vital to our national security and to 
the success of our servicemembers 
fighting abroad. 

This acquisition effort is likely one 
of the most important ones we will exe-
cute for many years to come. Whether 
the objective is to respond to military 
aggression or to provide humanitarian 
relief, the combination of distance and 
time can pose a significant challenge. 
When we need to respond quickly and 
in force, tankers allow us to project 
globally. 

With our current military commit-
ments abroad, our national security 
has become dependent upon the tanker 
force. It is the way we deter, deploy, 
and fight. We cannot achieve our deci-
sive range capabilities without the air 
refuelers. 

The Air Force’s current schedule is 
to award a contract for the new KC–X 
aircraft in 2007. However, that award 
could be indefinitely postponed if fund-
ing is not restored in the 2007 Defense 
appropriations bill. 

While I have filed an amendment, I 
do not plan to call it up because, as a 
member of the Appropriations Defense 
Subcommittee, I understand the prob-
lem between the authorizers and the 
appropriators who may be receiving 
different information regarding the ne-
cessity for funding in fiscal year 2007. I 
have a letter from the Air Force Dep-
uty for Budget, dated August 2, 2006, 
stating that the Air Force needs a min-
imum of $70 million in research and de-
velopment, test and evaluation funds 
for the year 2007, in addition to the 
funds remaining in the tanker transfer 
fund. I ask unanimous consent it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, DC, August 2, 2006. 

Hon. RICHARD SHELBY, 
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SHELBY: On behalf of the 
Secretary of the Air Force, thank you for 
your inquiry on the Air Force’s tanker re-
placement program (KC–X). The KC–X budg-
et request for RDT&E in fiscal year 2007 was 
$203.9M. However, the submitted budget did 
not account for the full extent of the pro-
gram pause, which started in September 2005 
to allow for additional analysis and review. 
In April 2006, the SECAF took the program 
off pause and traditional program activities 
resumed. 
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To properly re-phase the program to ac-

count for the delay, with contract award 
scheduled for August 2007, the Air Force 
needs a minimum of $70M in RDT&E funds 
for fiscal year 2007. This is in addition to the 
funds remaining in the Tanker Transfer 

fund. These funds are needed to allow the 
program office to obligate commercial long 
lead items for four test aircraft and engines, 
as well as mitigate the risk associated with 
the competition, since there is a wide vari-
ance between the levels of effort required 

and the cost of potential airframes among 
the various competitors. 

To answer your specific funding questions, 
we provide the following table: 

[Dollars in millions] 

RDT&E funding Issued Proposed for re-
programming Remaining 

Tanker Transfer Fund ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................ $100 $10.2 .............................. $89.8 
FY06 .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 97.9 19.7 78.2 0 
FY07 .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 203.9 0 0 0 

Total .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 401.8 29.9 78.2 89.8 

* Requested in FY07PB, subject to enactment. 

We agree that recapitalizing our aging 
tanker fleet is vital to our national security 
and appreciate your support in moving this 
program forward. 

Sincerely, 
PATRICIA J. ZARODKIEWICZ, 

Deputy for Budget. 

Mr. SHELBY. I also want to make 
certain that both the Armed Services 
Committee and the Defense Sub-
committee on Appropriations are re-
ceiving identical funding information 
from the Air Force. To that end, I am 
committed to working with my col-
leagues to ensure that we are all re-
ceiving the same information and have 
the same understanding of the needs of 
the program to move forward at this 
time. 

The Tanker Replacement Program is 
vital to ensuring that our Armed 
Forces have the most reliable and ef-
fective equipment in the world. In a 
year when the Senate’s Defense appro-
priations bill has been cut $9 billion, I 
appreciate the difficult funding choices 
that must be made. As a member of the 
committee, we have to make those 
choices. However, as our military air-
craft become fewer in number and have 
to serve longer than those they re-
place, we cannot afford to take a 
misstep at the outset of this acquisi-
tion program. We must adequately 
fund the Tanker Replacement Program 
to ensure our servicemembers have the 
necessary equipment to successfully 
defend our Nation. 

I appreciate Chairman STEVENS’ con-
tinuing assistance with this program, 
as well as Senator MCCAIN’s long-
standing interest, and look forward to 
working with both of them in the com-
ing months to ensure that we can move 
forward and replace our aging tanker 
fleet. A lot of those planes are over 40 
years old. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise to 
associate myself with the concerns ex-
pressed by Senator SHELBY regarding 
the cuts contained in this bill to the 
tanker replacement program. 

The tanker fleet is one of our mili-
tary’s key competitive advantages. It 
gives our Nation the ability to project 
power to any point on the globe like no 
other country can. In an age where our 
military must be able to react rapidly 
to events, our airmen and soldiers can-
not reach all corners of the world with-
out being refueled by tankers. 

At a time when we are spending bil-
lions of dollars on new, short-range 

fighter aircraft, it would be foolish to 
not ensure that those aircraft could get 
adequate supplies of tanker gas to do 
their jobs. 

The current tanker fleet is old, with 
most aircraft dating back to the mid- 
1960s. The fleet is now aging even more 
rapidly because increasingly frequent 
deployments—mainly in support of op-
erations in Iraq and Afghanistan—have 
put significant wear and tear on their 
airframes. As magnificently as they 
have performed, these work horses of 
our military are coming close to the 
end of their service life and cannot 
safely fly forever. 

It is imperative that we move now to 
ensure that we can acquire sufficient 
numbers of new tankers before these 
old airframes have to be retired. Reli-
able sources have informed me that 
without a minimum of $70 million in 
fiscal year 2007 funding, the Air Force’s 
effort to acquire the next generation of 
tankers will likely face significant 
delays. 

I believe it is very important that 
the conference committee provide suf-
ficient funding for next generation 
tankers to ensure that the program can 
proceed on schedule. 

Mr. SHELBY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise to 
enter into a colloquy with the distin-
guished chairman of the appropriations 
subcommittee, the manager of the bill. 

Senator STEVENS and I have dis-
cussed a particular rescission included 
in the Defense appropriations bill on a 
classified matter. It is my under-
standing—and I ask the Senator—that 
it is his intention to receive additional 
information from the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence and other appro-
priate intelligence community officials 
on this program. I believe it is impera-
tive that the committee have this in-
formation as soon as possible so that 
the conferees can appropriately con-
sider the matter. Could the Senator 
confirm that this is his intention? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
conferred with our cochairman, Sen-

ator INOUYE. This is our intention. We 
do appreciate the Senator’s desire to 
work cooperatively on this issue, and 
we intend to follow through and see to 
it we get the information he seeks and 
have further dialog on it when we do. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 
chairman and Senator INOUYE for their 
leadership on this bill. This informa-
tion will be of great interest to them. 
I appreciate their careful consideration 
of it. We look forward to having these 
discussions and hearings. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON PENSIONS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we are 
in the final moments of working 
through a rather important amend-
ment. I thought I would use a few of 
those moments, until the floor man-
ager returns, to address an issue that 
we are going to be dealing with within 
the next 2 days. I am not sure how 
much time we will have. That is the 
conference report on pensions which I 
urge the Senate to accept. 

I want to quickly review exactly 
what our pension conference came back 
with. It requires the companies to fund 
pension promises, help workers save 
through automatic enrollment, making 
the Saver’s Credit permanent. This 
automatic enrollment will ensure that 
workers will be enrolled in 401(k)s. And 
this legislation ensures they will be 
able to get good advice. The advice will 
be objective. 

The Saver’s Credit is going to be 
made permanent. That is probably the 
most that can be done for low-income 
individuals. The bill helps protect our 
airline workers’ pensions. It give work-
ers timely and accurate information on 
pension plan finances. It protects 
workers and businesses in multi-em-
ployer pensions. It protects older work-
ers’ early retirement benefits from ero-
sion. That is important. It gives work-
ers access to unbiased investment ad-
vice. It adopts post-Enron worker pen-
sion protections. It penalizes corporate 
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executives who line their pockets when 
workers’ pensions suffer. It provides 
greater retirement security for widows 
and former spouses. 

Pensions are important because when 
we look at retirement security, it is a 
three-legged stool. We have Social Se-
curity, the bedrock of retirement; pri-
vate pensions, and then private sav-
ings. Private savings are at an all-time 
low. We will, obviously, maintain the 
integrity of Social Security, but the 
other aspect is private pensions. Only 
50 percent of workers today have pen-
sion coverage at work, and only 21 per-
cent have a defined benefit plan. 

Pensions are enormously important. 
We have had approximately $8 billion 
in pension savings that have been lost 
in the last 5 years. So if we did not 
take these steps, the prospects in 
terms of workers’ pensions would have 
been very threatening. 

We will make this recommendation 
at an appropriate time, when the lead-
ers are here. The chairman of our con-
ference is our friend and colleague, 
Senator ENZI, who has done an extraor-
dinary job during the course of the 
whole pension conference. As always, 
he is a man of good judgment and pa-
tience. The conference lasted longer 
than any of us believed was necessary. 
Nonetheless, we have a product that we 
are prepared to defend. 

We had great unanimity in the Sen-
ate when we passed the earlier bill 97 
to 2. Even those two individuals ex-
pressed reservations, and we were able 
to address their primary concerns. 

This is not the legislation that I 
think Senator ENZI or I would have 
drafted, quite frankly. But it is a solid 
recommendation. It will make an im-
portant difference to millions of work-
ers, particularly those in the multi-em-
ployer plans and also single-employer 
plans. It will make an incredibly im-
portant difference to some of the air-
lines. Quite frankly, I was disappointed 
that we didn’t treat American and Con-
tinental Airlines more fairly in the 
final recommendations. Without mov-
ing ahead at this time on the pension 
legislation, we have the prospects of 
one of the major airlines dropping their 
pension program, with more than 
150,000 workers losing their pensions. 

So this is going to be enormously im-
portant. We are not going to spend a 
great deal of time on this, as we are 
dealing with Defense appropriations, 
which is incredibly important; and we 
are going to be dealing with the estate 
tax proposal, which has been set by the 
majority leader. But we will, in the 
next 2 days, deal with this legislation. 

It is extremely important. If there 
are Members who want additional in-
formation, I am sure Senator ENZI and 
I will be more than willing to provide 
it. 

Americans who have worked hard 
and played by the rules for a lifetime 
deserve a secure retirement. They de-
serve to be able to enjoy their golden 
years, to spend time with their families 
and to rest after a lifetime of hard 

work. We need to be sure that they 
have the income they need to meet 
their costs for gasoline, prescription 
drugs, and other needs of daily living. 

But what they see each day is cor-
porations such as Enron that callously 
disregard their workers retirement 
needs. They see airlines that are going 
bankrupt, leaving their workers with a 
fraction of the pensions they thought 
they had earned. They see other com-
panies facing economic hardship that 
reward their executives while cutting 
the pensions of their workers. 

The Pension Protection Act, which 
we are considering this week, will help 
over 100 million Americans. This legis-
lation makes sweeping changes to 
strengthen guaranteed pensions and to 
increase workers’ ability to build a se-
cure retirement. 

This legislation is the result of years 
of work on these complex issues by 
both the House and the Senate. Last 
year, we worked closely on the HELP 
Committee with our chairman, Senator 
ENZI, and subcommittee chair, Senator 
DEWINE, and its ranking member, Sen-
ator MIKULSKI, to develop a bipartisan 
way to deal with these issues, and we 
worked closely as well with Chairman 
GRASSLEY and Senator BAUCUS of the 
Finance Committee. Last fall, the Sen-
ate approved our comprehensive legis-
lation by a vote of 97 to 2. 

For months, the conference com-
mittee has struggled to reach agree-
ment with the House, and last month 
we were finally able to reach a com-
promise on the key pension elements of 
the bill, which are reflected in the 
measures we are considering today. 

Before I turn to the merits of the 
Pension Protection Act, I must say 
that while I support this legislation 
and the compromise it represents, I 
cannot support the process used in this 
conference, particularly the systematic 
exclusion of Democrats from the nego-
tiations. Republicans allowed only two 
of the 11 Democratic conferees to par-
ticipate in the talks, denying the 
American people the views and con-
tributions that these able legislators 
could bring to the table. The American 
people elect us to serve them, and re-
fusing to allow elected officials to do 
their job is a fundamental attack on 
our democratic system of government. 

As we all know, millions of Ameri-
cans are increasingly concerned about 
their retirement security, and it is 
long past time for Congress to act. 
Many workers cannot save enough to-
ward retirement. The personal savings 
rate has now fallen below zero because 
wages are stagnant, but costs are soar-
ing for basic necessities such as gas, 
housing, health care and education. 

Social Security is under attack, and 
private pensions are in trouble too. In 
the past 5 years, over 700 pension plans 
have failed, with workers losing ap-
proximately $8 billion in pensions they 
had worked so hard to earn. 

Many workers today rely solely on 
their 401(k) accounts as their pensions. 
But these accounts don’t offer real re-

tirement security. Many of those work-
ers do not have any money in their 
401(k)s. 

Those who do are not saving enough. 
Half of workers close to retirement 
have less than $61,000 in their accounts. 
And those who rely on these accounts 
face the constant risk that their in-
vestments will perform poorly. 

This is why this legislation is needed. 
Companies need to keep their pension 
promises to workers. Workers deserve 
to know the true financial state of the 
health of their pensions. And compa-
nies need to offer benefits that give 
more workers the ability to earn a se-
cure retirement. 

A core problem that we have tackled 
in this bill is the need to strengthen 
the defined benefit pension system, 
which today provides secure pensions 
for nearly 45 million workers and retir-
ees. These pensions grant a known 
monthly retirement benefit for life, 
and are insured by the Federal Govern-
ment. 

Workers rely on these plans for a se-
cure retirement. They have earned 
their pensions over a lifetime of hard 
work, foregoing raises and other bene-
fits to keep them. But as many work-
ers at Bethlehem Steel and United Air-
lines suddenly discovered, their compa-
nies stopped contributing money to 
these pensions, and the employees paid 
the price when the pensions collapsed. 
This includes workers like James Rob-
erts, of Harrisburg, PA, worked for 33 
years in a steel plant. When Roberts’ 
pension had to be bailed out by pension 
guaranty agency at the Federal De-
partment of Labor, his pension was cut 
by one-third, to only $14,916 a year. Our 
headlines have been full of stories like 
these in recent years. 

The legislation solves this serious 
problem by requiring companies to put 
more funds into their pensions and to 
do so in a fair and predictable way. 

It also recognizes the power of public 
disclosure and the urgent need for 
more effective oversight of pension 
plans. Under current law, workers re-
ceive little financial information about 
their pensions, and what they do re-
ceive is often years out of date. They 
have earned these pensions, and they 
deserve to know whether the funds are 
there to pay them. 

The Pension Protection Act ensures 
that workers and retirees receive up- 
to-date information each year about 
the status of their pensions. By open-
ing up the books of pension funds, they 
will be able to monitor the true health 
of their retirement. 

The bill also provides incentives to 
keep pensions financially healthy by 
tying executive compensation to pen-
sion health. Executives should not be 
able to feather their own retirement 
nests, while workers lose their nest 
eggs. The bill penalizes executives who 
put company funds into their own re-
tirement trusts, when the pensions of 
rank and file workers are underfunded. 

We also need to recognize the grow-
ing role of defined contribution pension 
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plans in our retirement system. Over 40 
percent of workers participate in such 
plans today, and for many of them it is 
their only pension plan. 

Our legislation encourages them to 
save more under these plans by auto-
matically enrolling them in these pen-
sions and automatically increasing the 
amount they can save. Automatic en-
rollment can drastically increase the 
number of workers who start saving for 
retirement—it would immediately help 
up to 5.9 million American workers 
whose companies already offer pen-
sions but they are not participating. 

Workers in the lowest income brack-
ets benefit the most. One study 
projects that automatic enrollment 
could more than double the percent of 
lower income workers who are building 
a retirement when their employer of-
fers a pension from only 42 percent to 
over 90 percent. 

The Saver’s Credit provides critical 
incentives to help hard-working Ameri-
cans contribute to their retirement 
plans and helps over 5 million workers 
each year. This legislation makes that 
credit permanent and indexes it so this 
incentive will continue to be meaning-
ful for workers into the future. 

Also, as employees assume greater 
responsibility for pension investment 
choices, they need the best information 
possible about their choices. The Pen-
sion Protection Act encourages compa-
nies to provide nonbiased investment 
advice to their employees so they can 
maximize their retirement savings. 

Our bill also helps to improve the 
portability of pension savings. By mak-
ing it easier for workers to move re-
tirement savings from one type of pen-
sion to another when they change jobs, 
we encourage workers to keep these 
savings for retirement instead of 
spending them. 

In addition, the bill addresses the 
needs of nearly 10 million workers and 
retirees who receive pensions through 
multiemployer plans. These are the 
workers who clean our office buildings 
and hotel rooms, sell us our groceries, 
build our homes and schools and high-
ways, and deliver goods across the 
country. Many of them are in indus-
tries where they move from job to job 
and would not be able to earn any pen-
sion at all without a multiemployer 
plan, since their employers, particu-
larly small businesses, could not afford 
to offer a pension on their own. 

The majority of these pensions are in 
strong financial shape. But the recent 
economic downturn and the weak stock 
market have put some of them in fi-
nancial difficulties similar to those 
facing single-employer pensions. We 
owe it to these employees to protect 
their pensions now, instead of acting 
only when they are about to fail. 

Under this legislation, employers and 
employees must work together and 
agree on a plan to restore these pen-
sions to financial health. Employers 
would be protected from unforeseen 
payment increases and new excise 
taxes, which could cost many workers 
their jobs. 

The bill also addresses the special 
needs of workers who help to keep 
America safe. We improve retirement 
security for public safety workers by 
expanding options to pay for retiree 
health care and long-term care. We 
also allow reserve and national guard 
members to draw on their retirement 
savings without penalty when called to 
active duty, and we give them an op-
portunity to replace these savings 
when they return to civilian life. 

The pension crisis in the airline in-
dustry also deserves our immediate at-
tention. Our airlines have faced un-
precedented challenges since 9/11. Nat-
ural disasters have reduced travel. The 
industry is suffering from record-high 
fuel prices. These costs are driving 
companies into bankruptcy, putting 
the retirement of hundreds of thou-
sands of workers and retirees at risk. 

Workers at United Airlines and U.S. 
Airways saw their pensions slashed 
when their companies filed for bank-
ruptcy and then turned over their pen-
sion plans to the Pension Benefit Guar-
anty Corporation. We need to help hun-
dreds of thousands of other workers 
avoid the same fate. 

The bill provides a way for these air-
lines to keep their pensions, by offering 
companies a specialized payment pro-
gram and a transition period to adjust 
to the new rules. Hardworking people 
like Sean Reardon, a mechanic with 
Delta Airlines in Boston, deserve to 
keep their pensions, as do thousands of 
other workers in Massachusetts. 

Our legislation also addresses new 
types of pensions, like ‘‘hybrid’’ pen-
sions, which play a growing role in our 
retirement system. These pensions pro-
vide a guaranteed pension, and the ben-
efits are attractive to younger workers 
and to others, such as parents caring 
for children, who move in and out of 
the workforce. 

Older workers, however, can lose out 
when their companies switch to these 
plans because they lose a large portion 
of the benefits they were promised. 
Some companies have been taking ad-
vantage of the conversion process to 
eliminate early retirement benefits 
that workers have already earned. 

This legislation gives companies 
clear guidance about the future legal 
status of these plans, but allows work-
ers who have been harmed in the past 
to continue to pursue their rights. And 
it contains clear protections against 
such ‘‘wearaway’’ or erosion of older 
workers’ benefits. The bill also makes 
these pensions more portable, so that 
they better serve a mobile workforce. 

As we learned from the Enron, 
WorldCom and other corporate scan-
dals, employees forced to invest in 
company stock are at huge risk. De-
spite all the publicity, many workers 
continue to overinvest in company 
stock, jeopardizing their retirement se-
curity because their job and their re-
tirement depend on the fate of their 
company. 

The bill protects them by preventing 
employers from overloading 401(k) 

plans with company stock. It also 
warns employees when they place too 
much of their retirement funds in one 
investment. 

The legislation also includes impor-
tant provisions from the Women’s Pen-
sion Protection Act that Senator 
SNOWE and I introduced. Retirement 
security is essential for all Americans, 
but we often fail to meet the needs of 
women on this basic issue. Women live 
longer than men, but they continue to 
earn far less in wages over their life-
times. They are also much less likely 
to earn a pension. These differences 
translate into seriously inadequate re-
tirement income for vast numbers of 
women. 

According to the most recent data, 
only 22 percent of women age 65 and 
over are receiving private pension in-
come, and for those who do, half of 
them are receiving less than $4,500 a 
year compared to $9,600 for men. Mi-
nority women are in even more des-
perate straits—only 21 percent of Afri-
can-American women and 9 percent of 
Hispanic women receive a pension. 
These disparities are a major reason 
why nearly one in five elderly single 
women lives in poverty. 

Our legislation gives them greater re-
tirement security. Widows will receive 
more generous survivor benefits and di-
vorced women will have greater ability 
to receive a share of their former hus-
band’s pension after a divorce. These 
are long overdue improvements in the 
private pension system, so that retire-
ment savings programs will be more re-
sponsive to the realities of women’s 
lives and careers. 

Employees and their families rightly 
expect Congress to protect their hard- 
earned pensions. This legislation is a 
major start toward meeting this basic 
challenge in our 21st century society. I 
urge my colleagues to support the Pen-
sion Protection Act. 

I suggest absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I rise 
for a moment to address the situation 
with regard to the pension protection 
bill. I want to follow up on the remarks 
by the Senator from Massachusetts, 
Mr. KENNEDY. I thank Senator KEN-
NEDY for his hard work as the ranking 
member of the HELP Committee. I 
thank MIKE ENZI, the chairman, and I 
appreciate the patience of CHUCK 
GRASSLEY and his effort in the Finance 
Committee. 

The Senator’s recitation of the long 
and arduous conference committee was 
absolutely on track. We are within 
hours of getting a bill to the floor that 
will protect the pensions of thousands 
of Americans today and, in the future, 
make our pension laws 21st century 
laws in a 21st century economy. 
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Failure to agree to the bill before we 

leave will mean disastrous con-
sequences. Airlines in America have 
needed some special protection for 
some time in order to do what they 
want to do, which is honor the pensions 
of their employees. It is to the great 
credit of Delta and Northwest Airlines 
that both companies want to exit 
bankruptcy and ensure the pension 
benefits of their employees. This is not 
only noble, but it is very important. In 
my State, 91,000 people’s pensions and 
their futures are determined and de-
pendent upon the Senate acting. 

Beyond the airline situation, the pen-
sion laws of the country have needed to 
be modernized for some time. We all 
know the trouble Social Security has 
had. It has been the same trouble with 
defined pension benefits. People live 
longer and there are less workers, and 
less workers do more work and con-
tribute less to the system. It is impor-
tant to the companies to be able to am-
ortize their liability over a period of 
time that is sustainable. It is impor-
tant that the interest rate assumptions 
made are realistic, and that we adopt 
the principle that people do in their 
own savings, and that is dollar cost 
averaging—continuing to put money 
into whether the market is up or down. 
It should be the same in terms of pro-
tecting pension plans by ensuring that 
contributions are consistent and mean-
ingful and, in fact, doable. 

I have had tremendous help over the 
past 18 months from many people. I 
want to particularly thank Mike 
Quiello, Ed Egee, and Glee Smith on 
my staff for countless hundreds of 
hours in working toward the resolution 
that will soon come to this floor. 

I urge my colleagues to join with us 
in adopting and ratifying, without 
amendment, the pension protection bill 
that will be before us. It will be mean-
ingful for many retirees today. It will 
be more meaningful for every retiree in 
the future. I end by thanking Chairman 
GRASSLEY and Chairman ENZI for their 
tireless work, and ranking members 
KENNEDY and BAUCUS for their coopera-
tion, and the staffs who put in so much 
time to make this bill a reality for mil-
lions of Americans. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
pending amendment is the amendment 
I offered; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Bond 
amendment is the pending amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The regular order is 
the underlying Kennedy amendment; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4802, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 

a modification of the amendment to 
the desk and ask that the underlying 
amendment be modified as designated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be so modified. 

The amendment (No. 4802), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

On page 150, line 24, insert before the pe-
riod the following: ‘‘: Provided, That the Di-
rector of National Intelligence shall, uti-
lizing amounts appropriated by this heading, 
perpare as soon as practicable but not later 
than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, a new National Intelligence Esti-
mate on prospects for security and stability 
in Iraq, which shall address such matters as 
the Director of National Intelligence con-
siders appropriate, including (1) an assess-
ment of whether Iraq is succeeding in cre-
ating a stable and effective unity govern-
ment, and the likelihood that government 
will address the concerns of the Sunni com-
munity, (2) the prospects for Iraq’s ethnic, 
religious and tribal divisions, (3) the pros-
pects for controlling severe sectarian vio-
lence that could lead to civil war, (4) an as-
sessment whether Iraq is succeeding in 
standing up effective security forces, includ-
ing an assessment of (A) the extent to which 
militias are providing security in Iraq and 
(B) the extent to which the Government of 
Iraq has developed and implemented a cred-
ible plan to disarm and demobilize and re-
integrate militias into government security 
forces and is working to obtain a political 
commitment from political parties to bar 
militias, and (5) the prospects for economic 
reconstruction and the impact that will have 
on security and stability. Provided further, 
That the Director of National Intelligence 
shall submit to Congress the National Intel-
ligence Estimate prepared under the pre-
ceding proviso and this document shall be 
submitted in classified form, except that, 
consistent with the protection of intel-
ligence sources and methods, an unclassified 
summary of key judgments of the National 
Intelligence Estimate should be submitted: 
Provided further, That is the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence is unable to submit the 
National Intelligence Estimate by the date 
specified in the preceding proviso, the Direc-
tor shall submit to Congress, not later than 
that date, a report setting forth the reasons 
for being unable to do so and the date on 
which such National Intelligence Estimate 
will be provided’’. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, just to 
take a moment of the Senate’s time, 
first, I am very grateful to the floor 
managers, Senator STEVENS and Sen-
ator INOUYE, and particularly Senator 
ROBERTS for the opportunity to work 
with him on a matter which I think is 
of underlying importance. 

We have worked out language which 
would require an updated national in-
telligence estimate on Iraq. The last 
one that was prepared was 2 years ago. 
The assessment would address whether 
Iraq is succeeding in creating a stable 
and unity government, and whether it 
will address the Sunnis’ concerns, the 
prospect for Iraq’s ethnic, religious, 
and tribal divisions reconciliation, the 
progress for controlling severe sec-
tarian violence that could lead to civil 
war, whether Iraq has a credible plan 
to disarm and demobilize and re-
integrate the militias, and whether the 
Government is working to obtain a po-

litical commitment from the political 
parties to ban militias. 

For the sake of our men and women 
in Iraq and for the sake of our Nation, 
we need this kind of assessment from 
the intelligence community so we can 
adjust our policy. 

John Adams, the great leader from 
Massachusetts, said: Facts are stub-
born things. We should have an update 
on the facts as our intelligence agen-
cies see them and have them available 
to the decisionmakers and to the ad-
ministration. 

I very much appreciate the coopera-
tion of Senator ROBERTS and others in 
working out language which I think 
carries through the purpose of the ini-
tial amendment and I think will be 
enormously valuable and helpful to us 
in charting the course for our Nation 
in the future. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been modified after 
consultation with the distinguished 
chairman of the Senate Intelligence 
Committee. I believe it has the support 
of the Senator from Hawaii. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as I in-
dicated, we have discussed this amend-
ment with the Senator from Kansas, 
the chairman of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee. We had a little bit 
of trouble reading the writing on the 
modified amendment. I believe we have 
that agreed to now. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to 
make a few observations with regard to 
the Kennedy amendment to require a 
new national intelligence estimate on 
the situation in Iraq. I very much ap-
preciate the efforts of Senator ROBERTS 
and Senator STEVENS to work with 
Senator KENNEDY to improve his origi-
nal amendment, and I think the lan-
guage that we have agreed to is a big 
improvement over the original pro-
posal. 

I do want to share with my col-
leagues, however, a concern I have 
about what we are asking for here. As 
everyone in this Chamber knows, we 
have had a big debate over the last few 
years about whether the intelligence 
on Iraq was ‘‘politicized’’ as we ap-
proached the decision whether to au-
thorize the use of force against Saddam 
Hussein in 2003. A large part of that de-
bate has turned on whether the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate that was 
submitted to Congress by the intel-
ligence community on October 1, 2002, 
was balanced and complete. 

It is important to recall that the Oc-
tober 1, 2002, National Intelligence Es-
timate was demanded by Members of 
Congress in September of 2002. The 
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record demonstrates that the Director 
of Central Intelligence asked for more 
time to complete the estimate, and the 
Members of Congress who wanted to 
see that estimate said no. Certainly 
the pressure from Congress to produce 
that document very quickly contrib-
uted to whatever problems have subse-
quently been identified in that esti-
mate. 

A lesson that can be drawn from this 
experience is that it is not just execu-
tive branch officials who are in a posi-
tion to politicize or degrade the quality 
of intelligence. Members of Congress 
can do so as well if they are sloppy in 
the way they press for information, ask 
biased questions, or don’t allow enough 
time for the intelligence professionals 
to do their work carefully. 

In light of this experience, I would 
hope that if the Kennedy amendment is 
enacted into law, the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence will not feel pres-
sured to reach some of the judgments 
that some supporters of the amend-
ment clearly want him to reach. In-
stead, our intelligence professionals 
should take their time, work hard, and 
articulate conclusions that represent 
their best judgment about the situa-
tion in Iraq. There simply is too much 
at stake to permit the work of our in-
telligence professionals to be politi-
cized at this late date. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is pending. Is there further 
debate? 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask for adoption of 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If not, 
without objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4802), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from 
Iowa wishes to be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

ESTATE TAX AND THE MINIMUM WAGE 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 

the chairman. I did not want to inter-
rupt any amendments. I just thought 
as long as there was time when no one 
was offering amendments, I would take 
the opportunity to speak briefly about 
the issue that will be confronting us 
today and tomorrow outside the action 
on the Defense appropriations bill, and 
that is the so-called deal the House of 
Representatives sent over to us regard-
ing estate taxes and the minimum 
wage. 

For 9 long years, the majority party 
here has blocked any increase in the 
minimum wage. During that time, the 
real value of the minimum wage has 
declined by 21 percent. The minimum 
wage now is a poverty wage. One can 
work for a minimum wage, but one is 
still in poverty. A breadwinner work-
ing full time for minimum wage earns 

$6,000 less than the Federal poverty 
level for a family of three. Yet the Re-
publicans again and again have ada-
mantly refused to allow an increase. 

Just think what it would feel like to 
anyone here if our salaries we make as 
Senators and Congressmen had de-
creased in value by 21 percent over the 
last 9 years. Think how that would feel 
to you and your families. How about 
people at the bottom of the economic 
ladder? That is exactly what has hap-
pened to them. 

However, now 3 months before the 
election, I think the majority party is 
looking at the polls. A Pew poll this 
week showed that 83 percent of the 
American people favor increasing the 
minimum wage. My friends on the 
other side of the aisle don’t want to ap-
pear coldhearted and callous, so they 
have offered us a deal, and what a deal 
it is. They have crafted a perverse min-
imum wage bill that actually cuts 
wages for nearly a million workers, 
then increases the minimum wage for 
others over 3 years, and then they say: 
We will give you this only if you agree 
to another giant tax break for some of 
the wealthiest people in America. 

Let me be specific. What my friends 
on the other side of the aisle are saying 
is that the lowest income working 
Americans do not deserve on average a 
$1,200-a-year increase in the minimum 
wage; they don’t deserve it. But the es-
tates of billionaires should get a tax 
break worth tens of millions—in some 
cases billions—of dollars. 

Let me repeat that. People at the 
lowest end of the spectrum don’t de-
serve a $1,200-a-year increase. They will 
only get it, you see, if we tie it to an-
other huge tax giveaway for the richest 
Americans. 

This so-called deal we have been 
given takes cynicism to a new level. It 
takes greed to a new level. And by 
draining the Treasury of more than 
three-quarters of a trillion dollars over 
10 years to give another huge tax break 
to the wealthy, it takes fiscal reckless-
ness to a new level. Let’s be clear. This 
is a deal the Senate should reject. It is 
shameful that the majority party 
would attempt to hold the minimum 
wage hostage to yet another tax bo-
nanza for the wealthy—I might add, 
the sixth in 6 years—the sixth tax 
break for the wealthiest in 6 years. The 
Walton family alone—we all know the 
Walton family; not the ones on TV, the 
ones that started the Wal-Mart 
stores—the Walton family alone stands 
to get a tax break worth billions, up-
wards of $16 billion over the coming 
generation if we pass this estate tax 
near-repeal. 

So the near repeal of the estate tax is 
a tax cut we can’t afford, for people 
who don’t need it, paid for by the chil-
dren and grandchildren of the working 
middle class in America. And the huge 
loss of revenue, creating even more 
massive deficits in the coming decade, 
will force deep cuts in health care, edu-
cation, veterans’ benefits, agriculture, 
and other programs on which working 
Americans depend. 

But the cynicism doesn’t stop there. 
Republicans have taken the Demo-
crats’ minimum wage bill and they 
have twisted it in ways that will actu-
ally result in a pay cut—a pay cut—for 
nearly 1 in 6 Americans earning the 
minimum wage. Because of the de-
layed, 3-year phase-in, the bill would 
benefit nearly 2 million fewer workers. 
And here is the kicker: The bill before 
us will nullify laws in seven States 
that provide minimum wage protec-
tions for workers who earn tips. Those 
workers in those seven States actually, 
under this bill, will receive a pay cut of 
up to $5.50 an hour in seven States. I 
find it interesting that my friends on 
the other side who have always cham-
pioned the causes of States rights and 
that the Federal Government should 
not be taking power away from the 
States, with this bill they are telling 
seven States: We don’t care what you 
want to do, we are telling you we know 
better. We are going to take away your 
right to give your working people who 
earn tips a better deal. We are going to 
take that away. 

So much for States rights. 
This is not a deal; it is a deception. It 

does a grave injustice to the 6.6 million 
Americans earning the minimum wage, 
hard-working people on the margins of 
our economy desperate for an increase. 
With this bill, my friends on the Re-
publican side are saying to them: You 
are hostages. You get nothing. You get 
nothing unless 3 out of every 1,000 of 
the wealthiest estates in America get 
an average tax break of $1.4 million. 
That is right. This estate tax bill helps 
only 3 out of every 1,000 estates in 
America—3 out of 1,000 of the richest 
estates in America. So that is their 
deal: You are hostages. You don’t get a 
thing unless we help these 3 out of 1,000 
of the richest. This violates our most 
basic sense of decency, fairness, and 
justice. And, just as importantly, the 
near repeal of the estate tax would pile 
another massive load of debt onto our 
children and grandchildren. It will be 
toxic for our Nation’s economy. 

We will hear our colleagues on the 
other side tell us it is mostly teen-
agers, summertime workers, part-time 
workers flipping burgers working for 
the minimum wage. Facts are nagging 
things because facts nag at myths, and 
this is one of the myths we hear all the 
time. What are the facts? Thirty-five 
percent of those earning the minimum 
wage are their family’s sole bread-
winners. Sixty-one percent of the peo-
ple earning the minimum wage in 
America today are women. You want a 
women’s issue? This is a women’s issue. 
Sixty-one percent earning the min-
imum wage are women. As I said, 35 
percent are the sole breadwinners of 
the family. Seventy-six percent of the 
women who would directly benefit from 
an increase are over the age of 20. So it 
is not just teenage women. In my State 
of Iowa, if the minimum wage were 
raised to $7.25 an hour, which is what 
we have been proposing, some 257,000 
Iowans—that is, 18 percent of all of the 
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workers in my home State—would re-
ceive an hourly wage increase aver-
aging 60 cents. Now, again, of those 
workers in my State, 75 percent are 
over the age of 20, 58 percent are fe-
male, 42 percent work full time, and 20 
percent are parents. 

Well, 3 months before the election, 
we are proposed this deal. It is a devil’s 
deal. My friends on the other side say: 
We will grudgingly give poor working 
Americans an increase, but first you 
have to agree to a near repeal of the es-
tate tax for the richest of Americans, 
despite the fact that we are facing a 
deficit this year of about $300 billion, 
despite the fact that they have run up 
more than $2 trillion in new debt since 
President Bush took office, despite the 
fact that they have increased spending 
by 25 percent in just 5 years’ time, de-
spite the fact that we are spending al-
most $10 billion a month on seemingly 
endless wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
The level of irresponsibility here is 
just breathtaking. 

As I said, this is a tax break we can-
not afford, benefiting people who don’t 
need it, and it is going to be paid for by 
the children and grandchildren of hard- 
working, middle-class Americans. 
Slashing the estate tax would not cre-
ate a single new job. It will not in-
crease productivity or competitiveness. 
It will do nothing to build one new 
school or to improve the education of 
our children. To the contrary, by driv-
ing up the deficits and the debt, it will 
create more pressure to cut already un-
derfunded efforts to support education, 
health care, veterans, and other domes-
tic priorities. 

This Senate went on record this 
spring in the budget to add $7 billion to 
the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education. It went on record with 
an overwhelming vote—73 to 26—to put 
in $7 billion—to increase it? No. Just to 
get us to the level we were 2 years ago 
in 2005—just to get us to the level we 
were in 2005. Well, through the commit-
tees and the conferences, we got that 
bill down to $5 billion. So we have a $5 
billion increase. So we can’t even get 
back to the level we were in health 
care, medical research at NIH, edu-
cation, all of the programs that help 
kids, Title I, Individuals With Disabil-
ities Education Act—none of those will 
be able to get back to the 2005 level. 

I am told the Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education appro-
priations bill again is being held hos-
tage, that we won’t bring it up until 
after the elections. We won’t bring it 
up until after the elections. Why? Be-
cause we will probably vote on putting 
that $2 billion in there, and it will 
win—it will win—it will win. I don’t 
think my friends on the other side 
want to go into the election having suf-
fered that kind of defeat here on the 
Senate floor. 

So I take this time, since no one else 
was offering amendments, to talk 
about this so-called deal which is being 
called a trifecta, for some reason or an-

other, to just say we have to reject this 
devil’s deal, as I called it, this decep-
tion. What we need to do is to say no to 
the House of Representatives and what 
they have tried to do to us, defeat that, 
take the tax extenders on which we all 
agreed—on which both sides agreed— 
put it on the pension bill, and send it 
back to the House, and then we will ad-
dress the issue of the minimum wage 
and perhaps estate taxes sometime 
later. 

We should reject this perverse deal 
being offered. I reject giving away an-
other three-quarters of $1 trillion in 
tax breaks for the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans. If we are going to pass new tax 
breaks, let’s focus on working Ameri-
cans who need them for increased col-
lege tuition, increased gasoline prices, 
increased heating bills, and increased 
health care premiums. Those are the 
people who need the tax breaks, not 
the 3 out of 1,000 who have the biggest 
estates in America. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
note the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that amendment 
No. 4827 in its modified form—I believe 
it has been modified—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. STEVENS be placed before the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is 
pending. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
for a vote on this amendment. Are the 
yeas and nays ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have been ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask that that order 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 4827), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Coburn amendment No. 4848. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. DEMINT. I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

OBSTRUCTION 
Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, we are 

at a time of year when Congressmen 
and Senators leave Washington to 
spend the month of August back in 
their States and districts. As I travel 
around the State of South Carolina, I 
know that my constituents will want 
to know what we have done in Congress 
to secure our homeland, to lower their 
cost of living, particularly gas prices, 
and to protect the values that have 
made us strong and unique as a nation. 
In short, the people of South Carolina, 
like the people all across America, will 
want to know what we have done to se-
cure their future and to give them hope 
that their children and grandchildren 
will live safe and prosperous lives. 

The Democrat leader recently 
charged this has been a ‘‘do nothing 
Congress’’ and suggested it is time to 
go to work on the pressing problems 
facing our Nation. Maybe he should 
have extended that same admonition to 
his Democrat colleagues who have 
tried to block just about everything 
that would make our country safer, 
more prosperous and protect the values 
that make America great. 

It has been said that everyone is en-
titled to their own opinion but not 
their own facts. And the fact is, thanks 
to Republican perseverance and leader-
ship, this Congress has been one of the 
most productive Congresses I have been 
privileged to be a part of. I am looking 
forward to giving the people of South 
Carolina my report. 

Let’s talk about securing our home-
land. I am proud that, thanks to the 
leadership from President Bush and the 
Republican Congress, we have re-
mained steadfast and forceful in the 
war against radical Islamic terrorists 
all around the world and that there 
have been no further attacks on United 
States soil since September 11. 

Republicans understand the war on 
Islamic Fascism has many fronts: Af-
ghanistan, Iraq, and we see it now in 
Israel’s struggle against Hezbollah. 
There will be many new fronts. If we do 
not defeat radical Islamic terrorists in 
Afghanistan, Iraq, and Lebanon, we 
will never defeat them anywhere. 

Unfortunately, many of my Demo-
crat colleagues, with the help of their 
misguided allies and media outlets 
such as the New York Times, have sig-
naled to the terrorists that America is 
tired, discouraged, and ready to quit. 
This has encouraged the terrorists to 
expand their attacks in many parts of 
the world. 

Not content just to heckle from the 
sidelines, many Democrats have fought 
to block the tools needed to defend 
freedom abroad and to defend our Na-
tion at home. Democrats have blocked 
reauthorization of the PATRIOT Act 
while their leader boasted ‘‘we killed 
the PATRIOT Act.’’ They blocked 
nominees to critical national security 
positions, including U.N. Ambassador 
John Bolton and the Department of De-
fense and intelligence officials. They 
have blocked expediting our national 
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missile defense system, attempting to 
cut funding by $50 billion this year, 
just as the threats from Iran and North 
Korea increase. They have opposed the 
terrorist surveillance programs that 
are critical to stopping future attacks, 
leading to an attempted partisan cen-
sure motion against our President. 
They blocked measures that would re-
quire background checks on workers 
with access to sensitive sites such as 
our ports, while wringing their hands 
over port security. They blocked ef-
forts to secure our border by ending 
the failed practice of catch-and-release 
of illegal immigrants. And they have 
advocated a variety of cut-and-run 
strategies, showing a complete lack of 
resolve and a basic misunderstanding 
about the nature of the global war 
against radical Islamic terrorists. 

Zell Miller, a Democrat, recently vis-
ited South Carolina. He compared the 
terrorists to a nest of copperheads 
under his porch. He said: These snakes 
threaten the well-being of my family. I 
didn’t call my neighbors for help or 
convene a committee to discuss pos-
sible courses of action. I took what you 
might call unilateral action and cut off 
their heads. 

Zell Miller is one of the few Demo-
crats who gets it. Terrorists have 
proved they are determined to harm us, 
and they have attacked in Madrid, 
London, and a number of other places 
across the world, with recent arrests in 
Canada and Miami. They have shown 
they are everywhere. We need to con-
tinue our resolve. 

There is no in-between choice when it 
comes to Iraq. Either we run and allow 
Iraq to become a safe haven for terror-
ists and a staging ground for future at-
tacks or we stay until Iraq is a stable 
partner in democracy. 

Recently, I met a wounded soldier at 
Walter Reed Hospital. He had severe 
head injuries. He had difficulty remem-
bering some things. His only request to 
me was, Don’t leave until we win; 
make sure our sacrifices were not in 
vain. He could remember that. 

The Republican-led Congress has not 
forgotten. We have secured America’s 
homeland by funding critical ongoing 
needs of our troops, by increasing funds 
for border security, bioterror and pan-
demic preparedness, by renewing the 
PATRIOT Act despite Democrat ob-
struction, and we have defended the 
use of military intelligence and law en-
forcement resources that have led to 
the capture of many of al-Qaida’s top 
leaders and substantially degraded the 
capability of the world-wide terrorist 
network. 

Republicans will continue to secure 
America’s homeland. We will strength-
en border security with additional bor-
der agents. We will enforce immigra-
tion laws with worker verification. We 
will secure our ports with worker back-
ground checks. We will modernize the 
national emergency alert system to 
better respond to natural disasters and 
terrorist attacks, and we will support 
surveillance to find and stop terrorists 

before they strike, regardless of what 
the New York Times says. 

I am proud to tell South Carolinians 
that Republicans are doing what it 
takes to secure our homeland from all 
enemies, and we are committed to 
complete our current mission in Iraq 
and Afghanistan with victory and 
honor. We are committed to create a 
new generation of freedom and secu-
rity, of peace and prosperity for Amer-
ica and the world. 

Let’s talk about our prosperity in 
America today. I am anxious to tell the 
people of South Carolina what we are 
doing to help them make ends meet. 
Republican tax cuts continue to bring 
strong economic growth. We have cre-
ated over 5.4 million new jobs. 

As the economy grows and wages 
rise, family checkbooks still feel the 
pressure. If you get a $25-a-week raise 
but you have to spend $50 a week more 
than you did before for gas, food, or 
medical care, you are still $25 worse off 
than you were when you started. Opti-
mism about the economy is fading as 
concerns over the cost of living have 
increased. There is no quick fix to this 
dilemma, but Republicans have a plan 
to secure America’s economic pros-
perity. 

Unfortunately, Democrats have 
raised the cost of living by blocking 
commonsense health care, energy, and 
education solutions while promising to 
raise taxes. 

Let’s talk about health care. It is one 
of our largest and most rapidly grow-
ing economic sectors, nearly 20 per-
cent, by most estimates. We still have 
access to the best health care in the 
world, but the support system that 
makes all of this possible is on the 
verge of collapse—costly premiums, 
leaving millions uninsured, sky-high 
hospital and prescription drug costs, 
overwhelming amounts of confusing 
paperwork, outrageous cost of medical 
malpractice insurance which drives 
doctors out of business and discourages 
our best and brightest students from 
even considering the profession. 

In this era of fierce global competi-
tion, our overcomplicated and ineffi-
cient third-party payer health insur-
ance system is bankrupting our compa-
nies and raising the cost of living for 
millions of hard-working Americans. 

Democrats have raised the cost of 
living for Americans by blocking com-
monsense health care solutions for 
small businesses and families and op-
posing prescription drug coverage for 
seniors. 

Republicans have a goal that every 
American will have a health plan that 
they can own, afford, and keep. Our 
plan is to move toward what some call 
‘‘consumer-directed health care’’—or 
patient-directed health care—which 
will unleash the power of free market 
competition in the health care indus-
try. It will allow health care to func-
tion like the rest of our growing econ-
omy. It will return control to patients 
and give them choices so they can shop 
for the best values. It will strengthen 

doctor-patient relationships, improve 
quality, and reduce prices. It will allow 
us to keep our promises to seniors and 
give them better choices in the future. 

We want to pass small business 
health plans. We have tried once this 
year. The Democrats have blocked it. 
We hope to bring it back before the end 
of the year. We want to expand health 
savings accounts, which are a new way 
to provide tax-free funds for people to 
shop for health care without a third- 
party telling them what is covered. We 
want to talk about allowing people in 
one State to buy health insurance from 
any other State in the country. We call 
it the Choice Act, and it is something 
this Senate should look at. 

We are at a crossroads in health care. 
We can continue down the same path 
we are on now, where Washington bu-
reaucrats are making many of the 
health care decisions, and we can allow 
the Democrats to continue to obstruct 
real change or we can put patients and 
caregivers in charge and lower every-
one’s cost of living. 

Let me talk about energy. It is such 
an important part of the cost of living 
and our prosperity. Our Democratic 
colleagues have a long history of in-
creasing energy prices for American 
families. They have continually called 
for higher and higher taxes on gasoline, 
successfully adding a 4.3-cent tax on 
every gallon of gas back in 1993. 

They blocked a comprehensive na-
tional energy policy for 4 years. We fi-
nally succeeded in overcoming that ob-
struction. They blocked increasing 
American oil supplies by opening some 
Alaskan reserves. They voted against 
it eight times over 15 years while gas 
prices steadily climbed. They have 
blocked the expansion of American re-
fining capacity and streamlining 
American boutique fuel bureaucracy 
that needlessly drives up costs. 

This week, over half of the Demo-
crats in the Senate voted against envi-
ronmentally friendly American deep 
sea energy exploration that will lower 
the price at the pump and lower the 
cost of home heating and cooling. For-
tunately, again, we overcame their ob-
struction and passed the bill. 

Republicans have practical solutions 
on the table, such as deep sea develop-
ment, that will increase America’s nat-
ural gas and oil supplies, reduce the 
cost of gas, and reduce our dependence 
on foreign oil. 

We have a plan to invest in alter-
native energy to diversify our energy 
infrastructure and encourage conserva-
tion. We can supply affordable, abun-
dant, and environmentally friendly en-
ergy. Most importantly, we can reduce 
the cost of living for American fami-
lies. 

Democrats can follow their leader-
ship’s tired, partisan strategy of block-
ing real solutions and then trying to 
blame Republicans when the energy 
crisis does not get solved or we can 
work together and secure our pros-
perity and bring down the cost of living 
for Americans. The choice is theirs. 
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Education is a big part of America’s 

prosperity. We are in a global economy, 
and we must invest in flexibility and 
choices for students and parents. We 
need to train the best workforce in the 
world to attract the best jobs in the 
world right here at home. We can never 
guarantee our students a lifetime of 
employment, but we can invest in inno-
vative ideas that will ensure them a 
lifetime of employability. Only then 
will success in school actually equate 
to success in life. 

Democrats have blocked education 
reform for years that will improve our 
children’s future. They blocked school 
choice. They blocked the expanding of 
charter schools. They blocked the 
Workforce Investment Act and the 
Higher Education Reauthorization Act. 

Democrats would rather cater to lib-
eral teacher associations rather than 
allow schools to specialize to meet the 
needs of each child. 

Republicans believe we must em-
power students and parents with more 
flexibility in how they use education 
dollars. We need to allow schools that 
are succeeding to continue to do what 
is working instead of forcing them to 
conform to an outdated governmental 
model. 

We need to explore fresh ideas, such 
as strong professional application and 
skills development programs within 
our educational system, and more op-
portunity scholarships and Pell grants 
for high school students. These ideas 
and others can help reinvigorate a 
stagnant educational system that is 
being insulated from reality by the 
well-intentioned but misguided policies 
of the past. 

If America is to be prosperous, we 
need to talk about our tax system and 
our budget system. Tax-and-spend 
Democrats are fierce defenders of our 
Tax Code. It is the most complicated 
Tax Code in the world. It is among the 
highest as far as the tax rate. It kills 
our competitiveness. It hurts American 
workers by killing American jobs. 

Tax-and-spend Democrats block ex-
tending tax relief for American fami-
lies. They block the permanent repeal 
of the death tax that destroys about 
100,000 jobs each year and punishes 
family farmers and small businesses. 
They voted this year en bloc to raid 
the Social Security trust fund to pay 
for wasteful spending. They would not 
agree to set aside the Social Security 
money in a reserve fund. 

Republicans believe meaningful Tax 
Code reform is our only option. At a 
minimum, we must extend tax cuts 
that were passed in 2001 and 2003 that 
return money to hard-working families 
and will help continue the economic 
growth that is coming from investment 
around the country. 

Republicans believe American busi-
nesses should be able to devote the 
bulk of their time and resources to 
doing business, not complying with the 
Tax Code. 

Republicans believe we should trim 
Government waste and that we can and 

will balance our budget within 5 years. 
We believe we should pass the line-item 
veto to help cut wasteful spending in 
Washington. 

We welcome the Democrats to join us 
to secure our prosperity and make 
America the best place in the world to 
create jobs and do business. Hopefully, 
they will join us to support the Family 
Prosperity Act that we will be voting 
on either today or tomorrow. 

This is one of the most important 
bills of the year, and I have been dis-
appointed to hear all the misinforma-
tion about the bill on the floor of the 
Senate. This bill raises the minimum 
wage; it will not decrease the minimum 
wage anywhere in this country. That is 
a fact. The other information is, frank-
ly, not true. The Family Prosperity 
Act will raise the standard of living for 
Americans and cut the cost of death. 

We need to talk about our values if 
we are going to secure our future. 

I am also proud to report to my con-
stituents that Republicans are working 
to secure our shared values, the values 
that have defined the American char-
acter, protected our families, and 
shaped our society for over 200 years. 

I was interested to hear the Demo-
cratic leader criticize Republicans for 
focusing on value issues, such as pro-
tecting marriage and prohibiting flag 
desecration, by claiming—in his 
words—that we have ‘‘divided our 
country and distracted this Body from 
more pressing concerns.’’ 

Over the years, the idea of values has 
come to be negatively construed by 
those who would define freedom as the 
ability to do whatever they want and 
to have no one tell them it is wrong. I 
am here to say today that this dis-
torted idea of freedom without values 
is actually the greatest form of tyr-
anny. 

Unfortunately, I am afraid the Demo-
cratic leader and others in his party 
have bought stock in a philosophy that 
is completely bankrupt. The society 
that refuses to say that some things 
are wrong, or give value to things that 
are right, condemns its people to live 
under the despotism of fear—for the 
safety of their lives, their families, and 
their possessions—and robs them of 
hope for a better future. 

As we fight to secure our homeland, 
we are opposed by radical Islamic ter-
rorists who hate us for our shared val-
ues. These are the same terrorists who 
devalue their own women and use 
them, and even children, as shields be-
hind which they carry out their cow-
ardly work. They kill innocent by-
standers to prove a political point. 
They despise our values and will stop 
at nothing to destroy them and destroy 
us. 

As we fight to secure our economic 
prosperity, we are reminded of values— 
the entrepreneurial American spirit 
and the premium placed on hard 
work—that have driven an amazing age 
of innovation and improved the quality 
of our lives for millions here and all 
around the world. 

The fact is, our shared values—things 
such as respect for life and the rule of 
law—are the very basis of our pros-
perity and security, and we forget that 
lesson at our peril. 

So I am afraid it is a bit shortsighted 
of the Democratic leader and others in 
his caucus when they dismiss securing 
our shared values as unimportant. And, 
unfortunately, like the other areas I 
have already discussed, they do not 
simply dismiss, they actively obstruct. 

I am proud to tell my constituents 
that Republicans have taken several 
important steps to secure our values 
this year. 

The Child Custody Protection Act 
was one. Parental notification is re-
quired for nearly all medical proce-
dures. School nurses typically will not 
even give an aspirin to a teenager with-
out a signed parental permission slip. 
An overwhelming majority of Ameri-
cans believe that taking a minor across 
State lines to obtain an abortion with-
out her parents’ knowledge is not con-
sistent with our shared values. This 
important legislation protects the 
rights of parents to care for their 
daughters’ health. 

Democrats have caved to the pres-
sure of their ‘‘abortion at any cost’’ in-
dustry donors by blocking the com-
monsense bill from becoming law with 
procedural delays. They are hoping 
that the American people will either 
not notice or forget their obstruction. 
The cost is the emotional and physical 
health and well-being of teenage girls 
and the rights of parents who most 
want to protect them. 

Let’s talk about the marriage amend-
ment. The Federal Government has di-
minished marriage through misguided 
social programs and court rulings, and 
the Federal Government is the only 
one that can fix the problem it has cre-
ated. 

Marriage is America’s most impor-
tant institution. It must be cherished 
and protected. We cannot allow activ-
ist judges to force their personal views 
on American families that overwhelm-
ingly support traditional marriage. 

Democrats have blocked the Repub-
lican-led efforts to secure our values by 
defining marriage as a union between 
one man and one woman. 

Judges are also important to uphold-
ing our values. As I travel in South 
Carolina, time and time again, South 
Carolinians have asked me to fight for 
judges who will place the rule of law 
above their personal opinions. Demo-
crats have consistently blocked and 
even tarred and feathered well quali-
fied men and women. Republicans have 
continued to fight, with some success— 
to mention Chief Justice Roberts and 
Justice Alito on the Supreme Court, 
and we have confirmed 14 circuit judges 
and 34 district judges, overcoming 
much Democratic obstruction. 

I would like to talk about the Na-
tional Sex Offender Registry as part of 
our values agenda as well. 

Parents deserve to know when a sex 
offender moves into their neighborhood 
so they can ensure their child’s safety. 
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The Republican-led Congress has cre-

ated a National Sex Offender Registry 
to protect our families against crimi-
nals and their heinous acts. A public 
database has been created by this bill 
that will help law enforcement and 
families track convicted sex predators 
as they enter communities. It has been 
called the toughest piece of child pro-
tection legislation in 25 years, and I am 
proud that Republicans took the lead 
on this. 

We also need to talk about stem cell 
research. Our commitment to scientific 
yet ethical research is another shared 
value that has defined America for 
years. I was proud to join President 
Bush and our Republican majority to 
support additional funding for cutting- 
edge research with nonembryonic stem 
cells and to ban ‘‘fetal farming,’’ which 
allows human embryos to be created so 
they can be destroyed for research pur-
poses. 

Nonembryonic stem cell research has 
already been used in over 60 successful 
human therapies to date. It holds un-
limited promise for cures for millions 
who suffer from debilitating diseases. 
It proves that we don’t have to choose 
between science and ethics. We can 
achieve both. 

For all these reasons and more, I am 
proud to be part of a Republican major-
ity committed to securing our shared 
values. 

I think we may be on the 12th or 13th 
version of the Democratic agenda. I 
have lost track; there have been so 
many. But while Democrats promise to 
travel the country staging press events 
during August, Republicans are prom-
ising, for the rest of this year and as 
long as we control the Congress, to 
continue to work for real, tangible leg-
islative solutions to the problems 
Americans face. Democrats may claim 
to be the party of compassion, but 
compassionate rhetoric without a plan 
for action is nothing more than an 
empty promise. 

I look forward to telling my constitu-
ents that Republicans are committed 
to securing our homeland, our pros-
perity, and our values. I invite my 
Democratic colleagues to join us to 
provide hope and security for all Amer-
icans. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-

EXANDER). The Senator from Massachu-
setts is recognized. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

IRAQ AND THE MIDDLE EAST 
Mr. KERRY. I came to the floor to 

speak about the Middle East and Iraq, 
and I intend to do so. But obviously, 
having sat here for the last almost half 
hour listening to how the Senator from 
South Carolina is going to go back to 
South Carolina and report, I couldn’t 
help but listen to him say that he is 
going to be proud to tell South Caro-
linians that he and the Republicans 

have been doing what it takes to make 
America more secure. You can tell 
them that. But it doesn’t mean it is 
true. 

The fact is, the American people un-
derstand, I think pretty well, what is 
going on. Because life for the average 
American is getting tougher and 
tougher, they don’t think Washington 
is doing very much for them at all. 

Health savings accounts work just 
fine for people who can save money. 
Ask how many Americans are saving 
money. If you can’t save money and 
you don’t have the benefit of the tax 
deduction, then the health savings ac-
counts don’t do anything. That is why 
there are now 46 million Americans 
without health care. It has gone up 6 
million people under this President. 

Eleven million children have no 
health care at all in the United States 
of America—none, no health care. We 
are the only industrial Nation in the 
world that treats our kids like that. I 
hope he reports to the people of South 
Carolina, where there are a lot of kids 
who don’t have health care, why there 
hasn’t been a vote on the Senate floor 
to give children health care. 

When it comes to making America 
more secure, I hope he tells them that 
North Korea has four times the nuclear 
weapons capability that it had 4 years 
ago. Are we more secure? 

The fact is, for 3 years this adminis-
tration didn’t even engage with the 
British, the Germans, and the French 
in their efforts to try to reduce the po-
tential that Iran would nuclearize. 
Three years standing on the sidelines, 
and now Iran is playing out its deadly 
game with Syria and Lebanon. 

I think by any measure—and this is 
not what I came to the floor to talk 
about—the case is powerful that Amer-
ica is in fact less secure. Nothing un-
derscores that more than when the 
Senator from South Carolina stands 
there and says how important it is to 
separate who is willing to fight terror-
ists, and we are fighting terrorists, he 
said, in Iraq. 

Iraq is not a war of terrorists today. 
Iraq is a war principally that is civil. It 
is Iraqi killing Iraqi. The fact is, Iraq 
was never the central front in the war 
on terror, which was always in Afghan-
istan, always with respect to Osama 
bin Laden and al-Qaida. It is al-Qaida 
today that is in fact stronger around 
the world, with 60 to 80 countries in 
which it now has cells that it didn’t 
have at the time of September 11, 2001. 

I hope we will have this debate. Be-
lieve me, we will have this debate over 
the next months about whether we are 
more secure and about how you actu-
ally stand up for the security of the 
United States. One of the ways you 
stand up for the security of the United 
States is to have a sensible policy with 
respect to Iraq. 

Yesterday I was at Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery for the funeral of 
Lance Corporal Geoffrey Cayer, a 20- 
year-old from Massachusetts. Apart 
from the obvious heart-wrenching sad-

ness of that moment, I was struck, as I 
walked up to the graveside, by the 
number of new headstones, all of which 
read Operation Iraqi Freedom or Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom. 

One of those now among the fallen is 
Phillip Baucus, the nephew of our 
friend and colleague Senator MAX BAU-
CUS. Phillip was a proud and brave Ma-
rine Corps corporal who gave his life 
serving this country last Saturday in 
Anbar Province in Iraq. He was an ex-
traordinary young man from all I have 
read and from what Max told me per-
sonally. I know from Max what he 
meant to his family and what a totally 
devastating blow this is to all of them. 
We offer our prayers for Phillip and for 
every family that has endured this 
kind of monumental loss. Phillip and 
Geoffrey Cayer and all those who have 
given their lives are a very tough re-
minder to all of us of the incredible 
sacrifices that America’s children are 
making every single day. 

With the violence in Iraq growing 
worse by the day, it was stunning to 
hear Secretary Rumsfeld come before 
the Armed Services Committee this 
morning with a laundry list of excuses 
and denials about what is happening 
there and its consequences for the re-
gion. General Abizaid candidly ac-
knowledged that ‘‘the sectarian vio-
lence is as bad as I have seen it,’’ that 
he has rarely seen the situation ‘‘so un-
settled and so volatile.’’ He warned of 
coming civil war and that ‘‘failure to 
apply coordinated regional and inter-
national pressure . . . will further ex-
tremism’’ and could lead to a widening 
and more perilous conflict. 

But this morning Secretary Rumsfeld 
didn’t call for that kind of diplomacy, 
didn’t talk about that kind of diplo-
macy, didn’t lay out a plan that the ad-
ministration has for that kind of lead-
ership and diplomacy, nor has Presi-
dent Bush reached out to undertake 
the kind of crisis diplomacy needed in 
Iraq or to leverage the regional pres-
sure to stop Iraq from descending into 
irretrievable chaos. 

We ought to try to strip away the la-
bels for a minute, take away Democrat 
and Republican, take away the par-
tisanship of this city, just measure this 
against history. How many times have 
any of us as United States Senators, or 
even previous to our being here, seen 
the concerted effort statesmen on an 
international level convening efforts in 
order to diffuse crises or to make peace 
where there was war or to try to stop 
war where there was conflict? 

Instead today Secretary Rumsfeld 
announced ‘‘there are a number of good 
things happening . . . amidst all of this 
difficulty, the currency is fairly stable, 
the schools are open, the hospitals are 
open, the people are functioning.’’ Sec-
retary Rumsfeld waxed optimistic 
about an Iraq where you ‘‘see people 
out in the fields doing things and peo-
ple driving their cars and lining up for 
gasoline and going about their busi-
ness.’’ 

He went to say that ‘‘despite all of 
the difficulties, there are also some 
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good trend lines that are occurring, 
and I think the period ahead is an im-
portant period.’’ 

I respectfully think it is a lot more 
than important. This may well be the 
moment that decides the security and 
the framework for the security of the 
Middle East itself. It certainly could be 
that kind of moment with the proper 
vision and the proper statesmanship. It 
is time that the administration was 
candid about the situation and worked 
on rescuing what is salvageable in Iraq. 
The reason that candor is important, it 
is the only way to get other countries 
engaged and involved. 

With now at least 2,578 Americans 
killed, over 19,000 wounded, and no end 
in sight, you can’t just offer the ‘‘same 
old, same old’’ as more kids die for a 
policy that isn’t working. Go to the 
hospitals, meet the kids, talk to them. 
Sure they want us to win. We all want 
to win. But ask them what is wounding 
them, what is killing them by and 
large. The vast majority of those killed 
and wounded are killed and wounded by 
IEDs, the new term of a new war, im-
provised explosive device. 

What are our soldiers supposed to do 
about an improvised explosive device 
except go out and find them. And how 
do they find them? Usually when they 
explode, unless they are lucky enough 
to come across them some other way. 
Americans are right to wonder why, 
3/1⁄2 years into this effort, it is Ameri-
cans who have to go out and do that 
rather than Iraqis. After all, Iraq was 
able to fight a 10-year war with Iran, 
lost a million people, fought to a stale-
mate, during which time, I might add, 
we were providing a lot of the weapons 
to them. 

I don’t think we should be silent. I 
don’t think we have the right to be. I 
can’t be while this administration con-
tinues to deny reality and repeat the 
same mistakes and pursue the ‘‘same 
old, same old’’ policy day after day 
which puts more and more lives at 
risk, more and more lives on the line, 
without pursuing a policy that pro-
vides the least risk to our troops and 
greatest opportunity for success. 

I have said it before and I believe it 
deeply, we in Congress have a special 
constitutional responsibility and a 
moral obligation to hold the executive 
branch accountable for making the 
right choices for our troops and our 
country. Frankly, that begins by de-
manding honesty when it comes to the 
war in Iraq. 

The bottom line is—and here again 
the administration has not been hon-
est—this administration is now sending 
more U.S. troops into the crossfire of 
an escalating civil war in Iraq. They 
still refuse to come clean with the 
American people about it. 

I don’t think we should endure more 
half measures, and staged, phoney de-
bates. It is time for us all to confront 
and deal with the truth about the con-
sequences of today’s failed policy in 
Iraq. 

No matter what the administration 
tells us, there is a civil war raging in 

Iraq. The President’s policy of standing 
down U.S. troops as Iraqis stand up, 
which has been the mantra of the last 
2 years or more, has now been exposed 
as a misleading myth. In fact, we are 
actually increasing the overall troop 
presence, even as they tell us that 
more Iraqi soldiers have been trained, 
and we have reportedly all but aban-
doned the hope of withdrawing signifi-
cant numbers of troops this year, even 
as the Iraqi President tells us that 
Iraqis can take over the security re-
sponsibility throughout their country 
by the end of this year. That is what 
the Iraqis are telling us, even as U.S. 
forces are increasing. 

Yesterday, we learned more about 
our dangerously overstretched military 
when the top National Guard general 
warned that more than two-thirds of 
the Army National Guard’s brigades 
are not combat ready. Can you please 
tell me how the Secretary of Defense 
can come up to the U.S. Congress and 
explain to us how two-thirds of the Na-
tional Guard’s combat brigades are not 
ready? And their equipment—large per-
centages of it—is in Iraq and it will not 
come back to the United States. That 
is going to cost billions of dollars for 
the United States, billions of dollars to 
replace the equipment and the wear 
and tear, billions which, I might add, is 
not in the budget today. Worst of all, 
there is no end in sight and no realistic 
plan to turn the tide. 

Mr. President, if you are going to 
change course or set the right course, 
you have to do it based on the realities. 
I believe that starts by acknowledging 
the reality of the civil war that is 
going on right now. The administration 
denies it because it doesn’t fit their 
rhetoric, but by objective standards, 
that is what is happening. 

In the first 6 months of this year, 
14,338 Iraqi civilians were killed—civil-
ians—mostly in sectarian violence. 
They were not killed by al-Qaida. They 
were not killed by Islamic terrorists 
from another country. They were 
killed by Shia on Sunni and Sunni on 
Shia. That is sectarian violence. 

Prime Minister al-Maliki acknowl-
edged last week that an average of 100 
Iraqi civilians are being killed every 
day—civilians. And the violence has 
only been getting worse. Mr. President, 
2,669 civilians were killed in May; 3,129 
civilians were killed in June. That is 
nearly 6,000 Iraqi civilians killed in 2 
months alone. Since the February 22 
bombing of the Shia mosque in Sam-
ara, the Government reports that 30,359 
families—about 182,000 people—have 
fled their homes due to sectarian vio-
lence and intimidation. They are refu-
gees, which is part of the definition of 
a civil war. 

This is not just a civil war; by histor-
ical standards, it is a relatively large- 
scale one. A recent academic analysis 
published in the New York Times 
showed that the median number of cas-
ualties in civil wars since 1945 is 18,000. 
Estimates of total casualties in Iraq 
vary, but the number is almost cer-
tainly above twice that many. 

Larry Diamond, whom many Sen-
ators know and have talked to, is an 
expert. He was over there with Paul 
Bremer in the Coalition Provisional 
Authority. Here is what he said: 

In academic terms, this is a civil war, and 
it is not even a small one. 

The Iraqis from all sides understand 
what is going on in their country. They 
are not afraid to speak the truth. 

Haidar al-Lbadi is a prominent Shiite 
legislator. This is one of the people we 
are working with in the democracy 
that we have offered and that they 
have fought for and voted for. He said: 

Certainly, what is happening is the start of 
a civil war. 

Saleh al-Mutlaq, a Sunni legislator— 
so you have Shia and Sunni—also de-
scribed the recent violence as: 

The start of a civil war. 

Another leading Sunni, Adnan al- 
Dulaimi, said recently: 

It is nothing less than an undeclared civil 
war. 

The Iraqis are ready to tell you it is 
a civil war. Still, the administration 
continues to deny the facts about that. 
If you don’t acknowledge the facts, it 
is difficult to put together a plan to be 
able to adequately deal with them. 

This is the same administration, in-
cidentally, that everyone, I hope, re-
members downplayed the insurgency. 
Do you remember that? Do you remem-
ber when it was first clear that chaos 
was giving way to a determined insur-
gency? What did the administration do 
month after month? Secretary Rums-
feld told us they are ‘‘just a bunch of 
dead enders.’’ At one point, he even 
suggested that Baghdad was safer than 
Washington, DC. Vice President CHE-
NEY told us the insurgency was ‘‘in its 
last throes.’’ 

Just look at the results. Since then, 
the number of Iraqi insurgents has in-
creased by 20 percent, and the insur-
gency is more than six times stronger 
now than in May 2003. Once again, it is 
our troops who pay the most signifi-
cant price. In fact, the number of IED 
attacks on U.S. troops has nearly dou-
bled since January. 

Now, in the face of all of the evidence 
to the contrary, the administration 
continues to deny that there is a civil 
war. The only ones, it appears to me, 
they are fooling are themselves. This 
appears to be one more inconvenient 
truth they prefer not to deal with. In 
fact, Secretary Rumsfeld said just a 
few months ago that if civil war did 
break out, Iraqi forces, not U.S. troops, 
would be the ones dealing with it. 

I hope everybody hears that. Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, in another one of his 
misjudgments, or misstatements, said 
a few months ago that if civil war 
breaks out, Iraqi forces, not U.S. 
troops, will be the ones to deal with it. 
So why are U.S. troops being aug-
mented in their number? Why did it 
take sending more troops to the city of 
Baghdad? One more misjudgment and 
misleading statement. So we are send-
ing more troops into the crossfire. The 
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administration doesn’t want to say 
that, but that is what is happening. 

When the President announced his 
plan last week to increase the U.S. 
troop presence in Baghdad, he said that 
the troops would come from other 
areas of Iraq. He didn’t mention that 
additional troops had been sent into 
Iraq from Kuwait and that current de-
ployments were being extended as new 
troops arrive. The net bottom line of 
that policy, which he didn’t mention 
but the Washington Post and the New 
York times did report, is that the total 
number of U.S. troops in Iraq is going 
to increase by several thousand. He 
didn’t mention that the recently an-
nounced deployment schedule could 
bring the number of U.S. troops in Iraq 
even higher in the coming years. 

Finally—and this is the most impor-
tant thing of all—he did not explain 
why this strategy, which hasn’t been 
working for these past several years, is 
suddenly going to work, and the fact 
that a few months ago U.S. and coali-
tion troops in Baghdad increased from 
40,000 to 55,000. Guess what happened? 
The violence got worse. Now the Presi-
dent says we are going to send a few 
more thousand. 

The question is, Why is this going to 
be any different? I remember this psy-
chology very well. Back in 1964 and 1965 
when Lyndon Johnson responded to the 
so-called attack of the Gulf of Tonkin 
and we upped our troop level by 5,000 
troops in Vietnam, I responded to that 
call and found what we all now know 
was a matter of history—very different 
from what we are being told by our 
own administration. 

One thing is clear to me under this 
administration’s approach: It is highly 
unlikely that we are going to be draw-
ing down significant numbers of U.S. 
troops from Iraq this year. That is de-
spite the fact that Secretary Rumsfeld 
said on Wednesday that there are some 
275,000 trained Iraqi security forces, 
with 325,000 expected to be trained by 
the end of the year. General Martin 
Dempsey, the American general in 
charge of training Iraqi forces, said in 
June that the new Iraqi Army would be 
formed and at full strength by the end 
of this calendar year. Iraqi President 
Talabani declared just yesterday that 
Iraqis could take over security in the 
entire country by the end of the year. 

If the Iraqis are standing up, as the 
administration tells us, why aren’t 
U.S. troops standing down, as they told 
us they would? I think the rhetoric of 
‘‘as they stand up, we will stand down’’ 
is as hollow and misleading as the rhet-
oric that ‘‘we will be greeted as lib-
erators’’ or ‘‘mission accomplished’’ or, 
frankly, ‘‘stay the course,’’ which 
means more of the same and is not an 
adequate response to the needs of deal-
ing with the civil war. 

The bottom line is this: The approach 
hasn’t worked because the underlying 
assumption that more troops are the 
solution to the problem is fundamen-
tally flawed. I will say that again. You 
can put in a lot more troops, but our 

own military leaders have told us there 
is no military solution. So why are you 
putting in more troops? Our own gen-
erals, the Iraqi leaders, and even the 
Secretary of State herself, have told us 
that there is no military solution to 
the insurgency. And just today, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld acknowledged there is 
no military solution to the sectarian 
violence. So in fact, all of us can agree 
that the only hope for salvaging a 
measure of lasting success in Iraq, 
which I emphasize is what we all 
want—the difference is not what we 
want, the difference is in how you get 
it. The evidence is mounting month by 
month that the course this administra-
tion is on is not the most effective, 
least risk, most efficient way to get it. 

The only way to resolve this insur-
gency is a political solution that all of 
the Iraqis can buy into. So the ques-
tion then looms large: Why isn’t that 
happening? If Secretary of State 
Condoleezza Rice and if our own gen-
erals and if the Iraqis themselves say 
there is no military solution, why are 
we adding more troops? Why are the 
Iraqi troops not able to deal with the 
situation? The answer is simple: be-
cause until you resolve the funda-
mental differences that bring Sunni to 
kill Shia and Shia to kill Sunni, you 
are not going to stop this process. 

I believe there is only one way to re-
solve that, and that is to engage in the 
kind of intensive diplomacy that has 
been so inexplicably lacking from this 
administration in its approach to Iraq. 
I know what some of the wise guys say 
in Washington and what some of the 
pundits say and what the conventional 
wisdom is. People love to dismiss diplo-
macy these days. It is the easiest thing 
in the world. Why talk to them? We 
have to go out and be tough and so on. 

There was a time not so long ago in 
this country, practiced by Republican 
Presidents, such as Ronald Reagan, 
Richard Nixon, and Gerald Ford, as 
well as Democrats, where diplomacy 
was exhausted before the United States 
resorted to military means. We used to 
understand that diplomacy was the pri-
mary means of advancing America’s 
national security interests. We used to 
remember that war is the ultimate fail-
ure of diplomacy—and the best way to 
end it. 

Unfortunately, our current diplo-
macy has been almost absent—an am-
bassador left to his own devices on the 
grounds, an occasional fly-in visit from 
the Secretary of State or the Presi-
dent, but no ongoing talks or shuttle 
diplomacy. In fact, so much of what we 
used to take for granted in national se-
curity policy has now been called into 
question. 

We used to know that, despite our 
differences and political philosophies 
in the Senate—and I remember watch-
ing the Senate in those days as a young 
kid and a student of government—the 
two great parties of this country were 
able to cooperate to craft international 
policies in our national interest. We 
used to understand that the unique and 

historic role of the United States in 
world affairs required a farsighted and 
multifaceted approach to protecting 
our people and our interests. We used 
to value as a national treasure the 
international alliances and institutions 
that enhanced our strength, amplified 
our voice, and reflected our traditions 
and ideals in maintaining a free and se-
cure world. You can look at the history 
of the Cold War and what Woodrow 
Wilson tried to do, as well as Franklin 
Roosevelt, Harry Truman, and Dwight 
Eisenhower, with the Marshall Plan 
and other efforts to bring countries to-
gether and to try to honor the effort 
through statesmanship, to be able to 
forge viable alliances and peace. 

We used to say that politics stopped 
at the water’s edge. We used to call on 
our people to share in the sacrifices de-
manded by freedom. Our leaders used 
to raise hopes and inspire trust, not 
raise fears and demand blind faith. 

We used to measure America’s 
strength and security by our moral au-
thority, our economic leadership, and 
our diplomatic skills all together, as 
well as by the power of our military. 

I want people to stop and think about 
how much things have changed. Last 
week, one of the most noted, honored 
columnists in America, New York 
Times’ Tom Friedman, wrote the fol-
lowing. He had just come back from 
the Middle East. He wrote his previous 
book ‘‘From Beirut to Jerusalem,’’ 
which won a Pulitzer prize: 

Our President and Secretary of State, al-
though they speak with great moral clarity, 
have no moral authority. That’s been shat-
tered by their performance in Iraq. 

That moral authority is something 
that Presidents struggle to hold onto, 
to nurture and create, through Repub-
lican and Democratic administrations 
alike. 

I believe the key to any hope of sta-
bilizing Iraq is changing course and en-
gaging in sustained diplomacy from the 
highest levels of America’s leadership 
that matches the effort of our soldiers 
on the ground. 

History tells us the results of that 
kind of effort. In 1995, most recently, 
there was a brutal civil war in Bosnia 
involving Serbs, Croats, and Muslims. 
Faced with a seemingly intractable 
stalemate in the face of horrific ethnic 
cleansing, the Clinton administration 
took action—I might add, they took 
action that was opposed by a lot of peo-
ple on a partisan basis—and led by 
Richard Holbrooke they brought lead-
ers in the Bosnian parties together in 
Dayton, OH. I know at the time Mr. 
Yeltsin didn’t even want to appear, 
didn’t want to be part of it. But it took 
persuasion and leverage that ulti-
mately helped to bring Russia, then 
the Soviet Union, to the table. They 
brought leaders of the Bosnian parties 
together in Dayton, OH, and represent-
atives from the European Union, Rus-
sia, and Britain to hammer out a peace 
agreement that brought relative sta-
bility to the region. That is the kind of 
effort we have to engage in if we are 
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going to secure Iraq and extricate our-
selves ultimately. 

While an international process has 
begun to bring reconstruction and eco-
nomic aid to Iraq, a real national com-
pact forged with the support of coun-
tries in the region, is needed to bring 
about a political solution to the insur-
gency and end the cycle of Shia-Sunni 
violence. 

This strategy can work. It is the only 
strategy that ultimately will work. No 
matter what happens ultimately, the 
hope of bringing American troops home 
from Iraq is going to depend on the 
quality of the negotiating process 
which leverages a new security ar-
rangement for the region. That is the 
bottom line. We are not going to be 
able to leave without it, and Americans 
ultimately are going to want to leave. 

A Dayton-like summit that includes 
the leaders of the Iraqi Government, 
the countries bordering Iraq, the Arab 
League, NATO, and I know from talk-
ing with members—recently I was in 
Brussels talking with members of 
NATO, I talked with people at the 
United Nations, I talked with people 
with respect to the Arab League—they 
are all waiting. They are ready to try 
to do this, but it takes leadership to 
pull those parties together. 

The fact is, we can enable the Iraqis 
to engage in the intensive diplomacy to 
forge a comprehensive political agree-
ment that addresses security guaran-
tees, oil revenues, federalism, and dis-
banding of the militias, and all the par-
ties would agree on a process for secur-
ing Iraq’s borders. 

These are the key elements of a po-
litical agreement necessary to decrease 
the violence, and they are not the 
tasks for which U.S. troops can or 
should be responsible. They are the re-
sponsibility of civilian personnel, par-
ticularly the Iraqis. 

Success is going to require the col-
lective effort that engages members of 
the international community who 
share our interest in a stable Iraq. To 
enlist their support, we have to address 
their concerns about a security ar-
rangement in the region after we have 
withdrawn from Iraq. That is why the 
summit should lay the groundwork for 
creating a new regional security struc-
ture that strengthens countries in the 
regions and the wider community of 
nations. 

That, incidentally, is what we should 
have been doing all of last year under 
resolution 1559 of the United Nations, 
when we should have been dealing with 
the issue of the disarmament of 
Hezbollah. 

I believe—and I think others share 
this belief—that the only way to ulti-
mately be successful in Iraq is to lay 
down a strategy that extricates the 
United States because even our gen-
erals have said our large force presence 
is a magnet for the terrorists and adds 
to the problem of the insurgency. So 
part of the solution is to reduce that 
American presence. I believe if we were 
to redeploy those forces after we set 

some responsible timeframes, that is 
the most effective way to proceed. 

Let me say one or two words in clos-
ing. I keep hearing colleagues say ev-
erybody loves the politics of this, but a 
lot of young people’s lives are on the 
line. They may want to play to the pol-
itics of cut and run versus stay the 
course, but that is not what this is 
about. 

If you were to adopt a policy that 
sets some timeframes and deadlines, 
you still leave the President the discre-
tion to be able to keep certain forces 
there to complete the training; you 
leave the President the discretion to 
keep forces there to fight al-Qaida; you 
leave the President the discretion to 
use forces to protect American facili-
ties; and you maintain over-the-hori-
zon ability to protect American inter-
ests in the region. 

I think we need to get away from this 
simplistic sloganeering and get into a 
real discussion about how one makes 
Iraq a success and our policy in the re-
gion a success. We know that Prime 
Minister Maliki understands this, 
which is why he has talked openly 
about a timeframe for the reduction of 
U.S. forces. 

We know that Ambassador Khalilzad 
and General Casey are discussing with 
the Iraqi Government the formation of 
a joint commission to outline the 
terms and conditions of the withdrawal 
of troops from Iraq. We know Mr. 
Rubaie has already said there is an 
‘‘unofficial ‘road map’ to troop reduc-
tions that will eventually lead to a 
total withdrawal of U.S. troops.’’ And 
we know that General Casey has draft-
ed a plan for significantly reducing 
U.S. troop levels by the end of 2007. 
And we know that the polls of Iraqis 
have shown that 87 percent of Iraqis, 
including 94 percent Sunnis and 90 per-
cent Shia, support their Government 
endorsing a timeline for the with-
drawal of U.S. forces. 

So it seems to me that if the Iraqi 
Government and the Iraqi people, the 
Ambassador, the top military com-
mander, and a majority of Americans 
can see that the time has come for an 
adequate timeframe to get Iraqis to 
fight for democracy for themselves as 
much as we have done it for them, why 
can’t the Bush administration? 

Even as we consider the way forward 
in Iraq, we obviously can’t lose sight of 
what is happening in a war raging on 
the other side of the Middle East. 
Watching the news from the Middle 
East these days is an exercise in con-
tinual heartbreak as Israel continues 
military operations to defend itself 
against Hezbollah in Lebanon, and the 
missiles still rain down on northern 
Israel. 

Our hearts go out to people suffering 
all across the Middle East. We all want 
peace. The death of every child—Leba-
nese in Qana or Israeli in Haifa—is an 
unspeakable tragedy. But we know 
from the hard lessons of the past that 
lasting peace is not going to come eas-
ily, and it will not come without the 

kind of sustained involvement at the 
highest levels of the U.S. Government 
that, again, as in Iraq, we have not 
seen from this administration. 

In fact, the violence we are seeing 
now is in part the bitter fruit of a num-
ber of years of U.S. neglect in the re-
gion, neglect which I saw personally 
when I visited with President Abbas on 
the West Bank right after he was elect-
ed. It is another disastrous byproduct 
of being distracted and bogged down in 
Iraq. 

Our inattention to diplomacy and the 
failure to disarm Hezbollah and stop 
the flow of weapons from Iran and 
Syria, as required by U.N. resolution 
1559, left Israel to respond to this ter-
rorist organization’s provocations with 
a bloody war that threatens to spread 
into a larger conflict. 

In fact, just a few hours ago, General 
Abizaid testified that if 1559 had been 
fully implemented, we wouldn’t be in 
this situation today. 

It is clear that our compromised po-
sition in Iraq, combined with our diplo-
matic isolation in the region, has re-
duced our leverage and undermined our 
ability to bring about the lasting reso-
lution that is so desperately needed. 

Obviously, the people of Israel can 
count on the stalwart support of the 
United States during these difficult 
times. At the same time, the Lebanese 
people must know that Americans also 
care deeply about protecting innocent 
civilians and preserving their fragile 
democracy. That is why we have to 
work urgently to achieve a viable and 
sustainable peace agreement that in-
cludes an international force capable of 
ensuring Israel’s security and Leb-
anon’s complete territorial sov-
ereignty, the return of the kidnapped 
Israeli soldiers, and the permanent re-
moval of the threat caused and posed 
by Hezbollah. 

Given these dire circumstances, it is 
imperative that we do everything in 
our power to accomplish this as soon as 
possible and, Mr. President, we should 
not be afraid of talking to any country 
that will help us advance this objec-
tive, and that includes Syria and Iran. 
But that cannot be the end of our in-
volvement. In fact, it has to be the be-
ginning of a new—entirely new—more 
significant, greater Middle East initia-
tive that we undertake in order to cre-
ate the kind of sustained diplomatic 
engagement in the region that is the 
only way to resolve these crises. 

The unmistakable lesson is that we 
need more than crisis diplomacy; we 
need preventive diplomacy—a preven-
tive diplomacy in the best traditions of 
our country that addresses the under-
lying problems before they explode. 
That means putting an end, once and 
for all, to state sponsorship of ter-
rorism. And that requires a renewed 
commitment to work ceaselessly to 
achieve a lasting peace in the Middle 
East. 

I yield the floor, and I thank my col-
leagues for their graciousness. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4842 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I have an 

amendment at the desk, No. 4842. I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
business be laid aside for the purpose of 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL], for 

himself and Mr. DEWINE, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 4842. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prohibit the suspension of roy-

alties under certain circumstances, to clar-
ify the authority to impose price thresh-
olds for certain leases) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. ROYALTY RELIEF FOR PRODUCTION OF 

OIL AND GAS. 
(a) PRICE THRESHOLDS.—Notwithstanding 

any other provision of law, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall place limitations based on 
market price on the royalty relief granted 
under any lease for the production of oil or 
natural gas on Federal land (including sub-
merged land) entered into by the Secretary 
of the Interior on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE 
PRICE THRESHOLDS FOR CERTAIN LEASE 
SALES.—Congress reaffirms the authority of 
the Secretary of the Interior under section 
8(a)(1)(H) of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337(a)(1)(H)) to vary, 
based on the price of production from a 
lease, the suspension of royalties under any 
lease subject to section 304 of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Deep Water Royalty Relief 
Act (Public Law 104–58; 43 U.S.C. 1337 note). 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that Senator WYDEN not 
be shown as an original cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I notify my 
colleagues that this is a small piece of 
an amendment that yesterday was ob-
jected to, properly, under the rules, but 
I believe there could be unanimous 
consent that this piece would be per-
mitted to proceed. I have given copies 
of the amendment to Senators INOUYE 
and STEVENS, and Senator DOMENICI 
has approved it. Senator BINGAMAN has 
a copy. It deals with royalty relief. We 
discussed this yesterday. Really the 
controversial amendment, as I say, has 
been objected to. 

I hope my colleagues will agree to 
allow this to be either voice voted or 
approved in some other way. I don’t in-
tend to take any more time on it. Cer-

tainly, we would leave time for people 
to take a look at it if they want to, to 
see if there is an issue with it, and if 
they do have an issue that they see me 
about it. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COLEMAN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4853 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, there is a lot of news south of 
Florida, 90 miles from Key West. We 
don’t know the condition of Fidel Cas-
tro. Clearly, there is obviously a major 
medical problem and, for days now, 
Raoul Castro, his brother, has been in-
visible. Even though the Cuban Gov-
ernment released information which 
said President Castro had ended up 
going in for intestinal surgery, basi-
cally, we just don’t know. But what we 
do know is he is 79, going on 80, and we 
do know that none of us are immortal 
and, therefore, what we know is that 
there are a limited number of days of 
this totalitarian regime, and then 
there is going to be a transition to 
something else. 

Mr. President, I call up amendment 
No. 4853. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to setting aside the pending 
amendment? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. NELSON] 

proposes an amendment numbered 4853. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 4853 

(Purpose: To appropriate funds for a Cuba 
Fund for a Democratic Future to promote 
democratic transition in Cuba) 
On page 238, after line 24, insert the fol-

lowing: 
That the following sums are appropriated, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2007, for functions adminis-
tered by the Secretary of State and for other 
purposes, namely: 

TITLE X 
CUBA FUND FOR A DEMOCRATIC FUTURE 

SEC. 10001.(a) To promote a transition to a 
democratic form of government in Cuba, 
$40,000,000. 

(b) The amount provided under this head-
ing is designated as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 402 of S. Con. Res. 
83 (109th Congress), the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for fiscal year 2007, as 
made applicable in the Senate by section 7035 
of Public Law 109–234. 

(c) The amounts provided under this head-
ing shall be deposited into a fund to be 

known as the Cuba Fund for a Democratic 
Future which is hereby established in the 
Treasury of the United States. 

(d) The amounts provided under this head-
ing shall be available to the Secretary of 
State, in consultation with the United 
States Cuba Transition Coordinator, to carry 
out activities to empower the people of Cuba 
and the democratic opposition in Cuba to 
take advantage of opportunities to promote 
a transition to a democratic form of govern-
ment in Cuba, including activities— 

(1) to support an independent civil society 
in Cuba; 

(2) to expand international awareness of 
Cuba’s democratic aspirations; 

(3) to break the information blockade put 
in place by the regime of Fidel Castro in 
Cuba, including activities to promote access 
to independent information through the 
Internet and other sources; 

(4) to provide for education and exchanges 
for the people of Cuba, including university 
training from third countries and scholar-
ships for economically disadvantaged stu-
dents from Cuba identified by independent 
nongovernmental entities and civic organi-
zations in United States and third country 
universities (including historically-black 
and faith-based institutions); and 

(5) to support international efforts to 
strengthen civil society and in transition 
planning in Cuba. 

(e) If the President determines that there 
exists either a transition government in 
Cuba or a democratically elected govern-
ment in Cuba, as those terms are defined in 
section 4 of the Cuban Liberty and Demo-
cratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1996 (22 
U.S.C. 6023) and submits that determination 
to Congress in accordance with section 203(c) 
of that Act (22 U.S.C. 6063), then the funds 
made available for the Cuba Fund for a 
Democratic Future may be used, at the dis-
cretion of the Secretary of State in accord-
ance with the guidelines set out, respec-
tively, in subsection (b)(2)(A) or (b)(2)(B) of 
section 202 of that Act (22 U.S.C. 6062). 

(f) The Secretary of State shall ensure that 
none of the funds made available in this sec-
tion or any assistance carried out with such 
funds are provided to the Government of 
Cuba. 

(g) Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, and every 180 days 
thereafter until all amounts made available 
to the Cuba Fund for a Democratic Future 
are expended, the Secretary of State shall 
submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report describing the Sec-
retary’s progress in obligating and expending 
such funds and that such reports may be sub-
mitted in a classified form and the Secretary 
of State shall publish any unclassified por-
tions of each such report. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, now is the time that if the United 
States were to supply some direct fi-
nancial assistance to dissidents, it 
could start to have a salutary and im-
mediate effect on what is happening on 
the island. Clearly there is going to be 
a transition; we just don’t know when 
that transition is going to come. What 
we hope is it is going to be a transition 
ultimately to a democratic govern-
ment. 

The news this week marks an oppor-
tunity that we have been anticipating 
for decades. We can only hope that it is 
a real opportunity for the Cuban people 
to move forward, leaving behind a dic-
tatorship and the repression they have 
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experienced for a half century. But we 
must remind ourselves that the true 
celebration is going to come on the day 
that the Cuban people have a demo-
cratically elected government of their 
own choosing. 

While it seems that we are one step 
closer toward our shared goal, we 
should remind ourselves of the need to 
continue our support for the true 
Cuban heroes: the brave dissidents who 
struggle every day to demand and to 
plead for the very basic human rights, 
including the ability to read what they 
want to read, to say what they want to 
say, to live where they want to live, 
and to study what they want to study— 
things that we take for granted in this 
country, but where, only 90 miles from 
Key West, people do not have those 
freedoms. 

These heroes in Cuba don’t win med-
als. They are not honored in cere-
monies. Instead, Castro throws them in 
jail for decades after show trials in 
kangaroo courts. Their families are 
harassed, denied employment and other 
basic necessities. Those who are not 
thrown in prison are greeted regularly 
by mobs of government thugs who 
threaten and embarrass them in front 
of their neighbors. As recently as a few 
months ago, one of those mobs at-
tacked and beat Marta Beatriz Roque, 
a prominent dissident who advocates 
for democracy on the island. 

These are the people who every day 
choose to fight for democracy through 
simple acts of defiance. They risk their 
limited freedom by continuing to mobi-
lize and speak out for the basic rights 
that every human being deserves. They 
run independent libraries. They clan-
destinely write stories for illegal inde-
pendent press. They pass along infor-
mation to their neighbors or they very 
bravely sign petitions calling for de-
mocracy. 

You will recall a few years back, even 
under the Cuban constitution, that 
10,000 people signed a petition, peti-
tioning for the basic right of going in 
front of the Congress to fight for basic 
freedoms and economic freedom. Mr. 
President, 11,000 very brave souls 
signed that petition, and many of them 
have been harassed. 

Now, we here in the United States 
continue to support the brave Cubans 
who struggle every day to fight for de-
mocracy and basic human rights. De-
spite the regime’s attempt to silence 
them, the work of these brave dis-
sidents becomes even more important 
as the opportunity to foster a real 
transition in Cuba gets closer and clos-
er, and those brave Cubans, those dis-
sidents, will be the catalyst that 
pushes any post-Fidel government to-
ward democracy. 

Let me say that again. Those brave 
dissidents will be the catalyst that 
pushes any government after Fidel to-
ward democracy. Therefore, it is more 
important now than ever that we sup-
port the dissidents and the activists in 
Cuba through direct financial support. 

Senator ENSIGN, who is in the Chair, 
Senator MARTINEZ, all of us have intro-

duced the Cuban Transition Act of 2006, 
and that includes the Senate majority 
leader as one of the cosponsors. This 
legislation will authorize such funds to 
directly support dissidents in Cuba. 
Now, that has been filed. We are trying 
to get it hotlined. There are some Sen-
ators I understand on both sides of the 
aisle who have objected to bringing it 
up, so what we will do is continue to 
work with them over August to see if 
we can get agreement. 

Mr. President, amendment No. 4853 
which I have just offered appropriates 
$40 million in emergency money to sup-
port the efforts of dissidents in Cuba. It 
is important that at this time we send 
a clear message of support and commit-
ment to the Cuban people as they con-
tinue their struggle. We will continue 
this support to the people of Cuba until 
the day they have a free democratic 
government that respects human 
rights. 

The overall bill that we filed which 
we are going to have to work on over 
August would authorize, over 2 years, 
$40 million. We already send stuff— 
goods. However, under current law, we 
do not send money to the dissidents to 
encourage them. So using the Defense 
appropriations bill as a vehicle is very 
timely. It is to promote in transition a 
democratic form of government in 
Cuba, and the appropriation would be 
$40 million. 

Now, you wonder under this amend-
ment: What would be some of the ac-
tivities that would be supported? For 
example, to support an independent 
civil society in Cuba, to expand inter-
national awareness of Cuba’s demo-
cratic aspirations, to break the infor-
mation blockade put in place by the re-
gime of Fidel, including activities to 
promote access to independent infor-
mation through the Internet and other 
sources; to provide for education and 
exchanges for the people of Cuba, in-
cluding university training from third 
countries and scholarships for eco-
nomically disadvantaged students from 
Cuba that are identified by inde-
pendent, nongovernmental entities and 
civic organizations in the United 
States and third-country universities. 
Another activity would be to support 
international efforts to strengthen 
civil society in the transition planning 
in Cuba. 

If the President of the United States 
determines that there exists either a 
transitional government in Cuba or a 
democratically elected government in 
Cuba, as those terms are already de-
fined in the statutes, and he submits 
that determination to Congress, then 
the funds made available may be used 
at the discretion of the Secretary in 
accordance with set guidelines. The 
Secretary of State shall ensure that 
none of the funds made available in 
this section are provided to the Gov-
ernment of Cuba. 

So the intent of this legislation, 
while the island of Cuba is front and 
center in the eyes of the world, is for 
the United States to take a strong 

stand and start providing some assist-
ance so that those brave people—the 
dissidents in Cuba—can look forward to 
the day of a democratically elected 
government. I and my colleagues all 
look forward to that day. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I cer-

tainly understand the position of the 
Senator from Florida. Reluctantly, I 
raise a point of order that this is legis-
lation on the appropriations bill, and 
so it is in violation of rule XVI. There 
is also a budget point of order, but I be-
lieve that is sufficient. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4858 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment No. 4858, and I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to setting aside the pending 
amendment? Without objection, the 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER] 

proposes an amendment numbered 4858. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds by the 

United States Government to enter into an 
agreement with the Government of Iraq 
that would subject members of the Armed 
Forces to the jurisdiction of Iraq criminal 
courts or punishment under Iraq law) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. No funds appropriated or other-

wise made available by this Act may be used 
by the Government of the United States to 
enter into an agreement with the Govern-
ment of Iraq that would subject members of 
the Armed Forces of the United States to the 
jurisdiction of Iraq criminal courts or pun-
ishment under Iraq law. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
LINDSEY GRAHAM be added as the prin-
cipal cosponsor of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am very pleased with 
that. I am very pleased he is here. I am 
also very pleased there appears to be 
good support for this amendment. We 
are going to have a record vote because 
we both believe it is very important to 
send a loud and clear message about 
the subject of this amendment. 

This amendment ensures that no 
funds in this bill will be used to enter 
into an agreement with the Govern-
ment of Iraq that would subject U.S. 
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military forces in any way to the juris-
diction of Iraqi criminal courts or pun-
ishment under Iraqi law. 

I think it is very important that we 
all understand that U.S. military 
forces are governed by law. They must 
comply with the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice, and they must comply 
with the Geneva Conventions. But, cur-
rently, U.S. military forces are im-
mune from Iraq’s legal system, and 
Senator GRAHAM and I want to make 
sure that this will continue to be the 
case. 

This policy was set by the Coalition 
Provisional Authority, Order No. 17, 
and it is supported by U.N. Security 
Council Resolution 1546. But here is the 
reason we think it is important for us 
to speak out, hopefully, with a uniform 
voice today. Last month, Prime Min-
ister Nuri al-Maliki said this policy 
should change. He is the Prime Min-
ister of Iraq. He said: 

We believe that the immunity given to 
international forces is what emboldens them 
to commit such crimes in cold blood. This re-
quires that such immunity should be recon-
sidered. 

So the Prime Minister said that this 
immunity from his laws ought to be re-
considered. It seems, in a difficult time 
in Iraq—and Lord knows we won’t get 
into all of it—where there is disagree-
ment among the factions there, every-
one seems to agree that, in fact, chang-
ing this policy to ensure that American 
troops are under the Iraqi court’s juris-
diction is a good idea. They think it is 
a good idea. We do not, and we want to 
make sure it does not happen. 

Prime Minister Maliki also suggested 
that the Iraqi Parliament review the 
policy of immunity for American 
troops. Let’s look at what the Iraqi 
Parliament is saying about U.S. troops. 

I want to make sure we understand. 
It is not every member of the Par-
liament but some members of the Iraqi 
Parliament. And let’s keep in mind we 
have lost in excess of 2,500 troops there. 
They are gone, never to come home 
again. Every day, sadly—it feels like 
every day—I have to write a condo-
lence letter to someone who lost a son 
or daughter. We now have in excess of 
19,000 wounded. We know that we have 
a third of our soldiers coming back in 
the first year seeking mental health 
help. We know we have a lot of our sol-
diers experiencing post-traumatic 
stress. We have given, and taxpayers 
are still giving—it is the gift that 
keeps on giving—money, billions of 
dollars, and the lives of our soldiers, 
and wounded soldiers—all the rest. 

So when we hear the Speaker of the 
Iraqi Parliament Mahmoud al- 
Mashhadani say, ‘‘The U.S. occupation 
is butcher’s work under the slogan of 
democracy, human rights and jus-
tice’’—and this is someone who was 
part of the government, was part of the 
package when they put together that 
government—when we hear those 
words, we not only take tremendous of-
fense at those words, we not only get 
sick about those words, whether we 

supported this war or voted against it, 
we want to make sure that not one of 
our soldiers comes under the jurisdic-
tion of an Iraqi court with political 
statements behind it like that. 

Let me tell you what else the Speak-
er of the Iraqi Parliament said. He 
called for statues to be built for those 
who kill American soldiers, saying: 

I personally think whoever kills an Amer-
ican soldier in defense of his country should 
have a statue built for him in that country. 

This makes me sick, to think that we 
are still there, year after year after 
year. Now, in my opinion—and I cer-
tainly do not speak for someone else 
when I say this—in this increasingly 
hostile situation, one that a British 
leader said was essentially a civil war, 
imagine us turning over our soldiers to 
the Iraqi courts when the Speaker of 
the Parliament, who was part of the 
Government of Iraq, says: 

Whoever kills an American soldier in de-
fense of his country should have a statue 
built for him in that country. 

Then you have Abdul Aziz al-Hakim, 
the leader of the dominant Shiite block 
in Parliament, who called for granting 
an amnesty for insurgents who had 
fought against Americans in Iraq—in 
other words, an amnesty for those who 
hurt our soldiers—but we should allow 
our solders, who are fighting for their 
freedom, to go before an Iraqi court? 
No way. No way. That is why this 
amendment is so important today, and 
I am so pleased that Senator GRAHAM 
and I have agreed on this. 

I voted not to go to war. I am work-
ing as hard as I can to start bringing 
our troops home. Senator GRAHAM has 
different views on this which he will 
express. But on the issue of our troops 
being tried in an Iraqi court system, we 
are in full agreement. 

This amendment is necessary because 
on July 6, the Washington Post re-
ported: 

An Iraqi government official, who spoke on 
the condition that he not be named, said Mr. 
Maliki hoped to revise Order No. 17 when the 
United Nations resolution authorizing the 
presence of American forces in Iraq is up for 
renewal at the end of the year. 

Of course, that order is the order I re-
ferred to at the beginning of my com-
ments which protects our troops from 
being tried in an Iraqi court. 

It is critical that Congress be heard 
on this issue. I am very hopeful that we 
will be heard loud and clear, and I am 
expecting that we will. 

Senator GRAHAM and I also agree 
that those who commit crimes have to 
be held accountable for their crimes. Of 
course we do. But as I said before, 
there is the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice and there are the Geneva Con-
ventions. Our people must be held ac-
countable for their actions, but we can-
not subject our men and women in uni-
form to an Iraqi judicial system that is 
in chaos and, frankly, an Iraqi country 
that is in chaos. 

Iraq’s own Deputy Justice Minister 
has admitted that Iraqi prisons are 
overrun with Shiite Muslim militia-

men who have freed fellow members 
convicted of major crimes and have ex-
ecuted Sunni Arab inmates. In Basra, 
it was reported that militia members 
took 12 foreign-born prisoners from 
their cells and shot them in the head. 
One Iraqi parliamentarian has said he 
saw as many as 120 detainees packed 
into a 35-by-20-foot cell, many who 
claimed they had been raped and their 
families tortured. We are not going to 
have Americans in any way get close to 
that situation over there. 

U.S. personnel must not be subjected 
to the Iraqi legal system, especially 
when you consider that under Iraq’s 
constitution, experts in Islamic juris-
prudence can sit on the supreme court 
even if they have no training in civil 
law or other relevant subjects. The 
U.S. Commission on International Reli-
gious Freedom reports that ‘‘such lim-
ited training places Iraq’s supreme 
court requirements alongside those of 
Afghanistan, Saudi Arabia, and Iran.’’ 
We are not going to let our soldiers get 
close to that. 

Everyone on both sides—all of us, 
whether we are for this war or against 
this war—voted yes. We all pray and 
hope that some day in Iraq there will 
be a governing body that will bring 
order, that will bring democracy, that 
will be respected, and we all hope 
things don’t go in a bad direction. But 
I tell you today that my view is it is 
very tough over there. I just told you 
about some of the things that are hap-
pening in their criminal justice sys-
tem. We can’t allow U.S. military per-
sonnel to be subjected to Iraq’s legal 
system. 

Just this morning, GEN John Abizaid 
told the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee that ‘‘sectarian violence is 
probably as bad as I have seen it.’’ He 
said that today in the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. 

It was reported today that the out-
going British Ambassador to Iraq 
wrote a confidential memo to Prime 
Minister Tony Blair saying that ‘‘the 
prospect of a low intensity civil war 
and a de facto division of Iraq is prob-
ably more likely at this stage than a 
successful and substantial transition to 
a stable democracy.’’ That is a very 
disheartening thing for the American 
people to hear. 

Things are very tough—as tough as 
they have ever been in Iraq. This is cer-
tainly not the time to leave any im-
pression out there whatsoever that this 
is the time we could say that our sol-
diers would be somehow trapped inside 
the Iraqi legal system. 

The Boxer-Graham amendment 
makes common sense. U.S. military 
personnel must be held accountable for 
their actions, but not by the Iraqi Gov-
ernment, by the U.S. Code of Military 
Justice, by the Geneva Conventions. 

I am very proud to be working with 
my friend on this issue. I yield the 
floor and hope that at this time, he 
would be recognized to make his com-
ments as to why we have come to-
gether on this important amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from California, Mrs. 
BOXER, for bringing this amendment to 
the floor at a very important time in 
our relationship with Iraq. 

In relation to Iraq and as to what 
people in Iraq in political office have 
said, you can’t judge everyone in the 
country by the statement of one polit-
ical leader, but the fact that a political 
leader said the things that Senator 
BOXER has just described is unnerving. 

I would like the Iraqi people to know 
that when it comes to disciplining 
American service men and women serv-
ing overseas, we are a nation com-
mitted to following the rule of law and 
that we have status of forces agree-
ments with Germany, Japan, and other 
countries where our troops have been 
stationed for decades. Under those sta-
tus of forces agreements, we have an 
agreement with a host country that if 
a military man or woman commits a 
crime, the United States will retain ju-
risdiction to prosecute that person who 
is a military member under the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice. 

I served in Germany for 41⁄2 years and 
prosecuted many cases where American 
service men and women committed 
crimes against German nationals and 
civilians in general, and I can assure 
you that the American military takes 
very seriously misconduct by its own. 

This idea that Prime Minister Maliki 
suggests that immunity has been given 
to international forces is, quite frank-
ly, wrong. There is no immunity for an 
American service man or woman from 
prosecution for crimes committed in 
Iraq. But we have an understanding 
and an agreement at this point in time 
that when the prosecutions are had, we 
will do them. We will be the ones re-
sponsible for disciplining our troops, 
just as we do in almost every other 
country throughout the world. The 
idea that the U.S. military will retain 
jurisdiction over crimes committed by 
service men and women in foreign 
lands is nothing new. It is the normal 
course of business. 

Given some of the rhetoric coming 
out of Iraq, it is very important that 
we need to reaffirm that we will be 
there to help the Iraqi people achieve 
democracy, if that is what they want, 
and to gain their freedom. We have lost 
2,500 lives and have been spent $400 bil-
lion. So America is very serious about 
helping the Iraqi people. But we need 
to be serious—the Senate, the House, 
and the administration—we need to un-
derstand that as part of our commit-
ment to the Iraqi people, there is no 
need or requirement for us to turn over 
jurisdiction regarding our soldiers’ 
conduct to the legal system in Iraq. 
That would be a mistake. We don’t do 
it in any other place, nor should we do 
it in Iraq. 

I can assure you that when people 
have engaged in misconduct in Iraq and 
we have found out about it, the soldier, 
airman, sailor, marine, or whoever is 

involved is given a trial under the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice, they are 
provided a vigorous defense, and the 
trial is something I think we should be 
proud of in terms of the legal proce-
dures in the military. But when found 
guilty, they are severely punished. 
There are a lot of high-profile cases 
now, alleging murder and rape, against 
U.S. service men and women, and they 
will be prosecuted to the fullest extent 
of the law because we as a nation be-
lieve very deeply in the rule of law. 

Those who serve in the military be-
lieve very much in duty, honor, and 
country. When a service member com-
mits a crime while wearing the uni-
form, it is a stain on all those who 
wear the uniform. That is why the 
military comes down so hard on mis-
conduct by our own, because you can-
not win a war without good order and 
discipline. 

I can assure the Iraqi people and 
every other nation where we have 
troops stationed that when our troops 
misbehave and commit crimes, which 
happens in any society, we take the ob-
ligation to punish those people seri-
ously, and at the same time making 
sure they have a full and fair trial. 

I join the Senator from California. I 
urge every Member of this body to get 
on record now before these treaties 
have to be renegotiated and get ahead 
of this rhetoric to let everyone know 
that we are going to be in Iraq trying 
to help the cause of freedom, but we 
are not going to turn our soldiers and 
military personnel over to a legal sys-
tem that is, quite frankly, not very 
mature yet. We have never done it in 
any other country. There is no need do 
it. 

We can with a great deal of assurance 
tell the Iraqi people—politicians in-
cluded—that we have a great track 
record of having people stationed all 
over the world for decades and that 
track record is that when our people 
engage in misconduct found to have 
been proven in a court law, they are se-
verely punished. I can assure every 
Iraqi citizen that if something goes 
wrong on our watch by our military, 
we will handle it. We have a great 
track record of handling it. But under 
no circumstances, in my opinion, 
should we ever go down the road of 
changing the rules that now exist. It 
would be unwise for this Nation to 
abandon what has worked for over 50 
years; that is, retaining jurisdiction 
over misconduct by military members 
serving abroad. We have a system that 
works and, quite frankly, I do not want 
to change that because the men and 
women in Iraq have enough to worry 
about. They do not need to be worried 
about some court in some province 
that is not really well constituted com-
ing after one of them. 

I yield the floor and urge an absolute 
100-to-0 vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in behalf 
of the managers of the bill, we have no 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the vote occur 
at 4 o’clock. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I hope you 
could modify the request—that no sec-
ond-degree amendments be permitted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request, as amended? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in the 

meantime, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I will 
speak to the Defense appropriations 
bill which is before the Senate and dis-
cuss the war in Iraq in the context of 
this bill. 

This bill includes $50 billion for the 
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Earlier 
this week, we added another $13.1 bil-
lion for emergency funding for the 
Army and Marine Corps to repair and 
replace badly needed equipment. I sup-
ported these additional funds and I sup-
port this bill. 

I have this vision in my mind of our 
soldiers in Iraq and Afghanistan driv-
ing down those dusty roads wondering 
if a bomb is going to explode, and I 
think about us in the safety of this 
Senate Chamber here at home. I think 
to myself, if it were my son or daugh-
ter in uniform serving our country, 
risking their lives, would I want them 
to have everything possible to come 
home safely? The answer is very obvi-
ous. 

Although I had great misgivings 
about the decision which led us into 
this war in Iraq. I was one of 23 Sen-
ators from both sides of the aisle who 
voted against the authorization of 
force that initiated this war. My belief 
at the time as a Member of the Senate 
Intelligence Committee was that the 
American people were not being given 
the full story, they were not being 
given the facts. 

We were told that Iraq was a great 
threat to the United States with weap-
ons of mass destruction and nuclear 
weapons. We were told that there was 
some connection between September 11 
and al-Qaida terrorism and Saddam 
Hussein and Iraq. It turned out that 
none of those things were true. It was 
also very obvious from the outset, as 
we initiated this war in Iraq and in-
vaded this country, we did it with the 
valued assistance of the United King-
dom and many other countries, but the 
burden fell on American soldiers, ma-
rines, airmen, and sailors more than 
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any others, and the burden fell on 
American taxpayers and American 
families more than any others. 

So now we are in the fifth year of 
this war. We have been briefed from 
time to time about the progress we are 
making, and there are positive things 
which we should not overlook. Saddam 
Hussein is gone. He was rooted out of a 
hole in the ground. He is being held for 
trial. That is certainly a positive thing 
in the history of this world. We also 
know that the Iraqi people have been 
given an opportunity which no one 
might have dreamed of a few years ago, 
to have free elections and to elect their 
own government. That is a very posi-
tive thing. Of course, the courage of in-
dividual Iraqi citizens as well as the 
courage of our soldiers is an inspira-
tion to all of us as we consider this sit-
uation. 

But we have to say, if we are honest 
and objective, that the situation in 
Iraq is far from peaceful, it is far from 
stable. Mr. President, 2,585 American 
soldiers have given their lives in this 
battle, over 100 of them from my home 
State of Illinois. Almost 20,000 of these 
soldiers have returned home seriously 
injured, many of them amputees, 2,000 
of them with serious head injuries. 
Their lives will be quite different be-
cause of their service to our country 
and because of their experience in this 
war. 

We have spent some $320 billion on 
this war. We are spending at the rate of 
$3 billion a week on the war in Iraq. We 
are cutting back on spending in our 
own home budget for things as varied 
as aid to education, money for our 
schools, cutting back at the National 
Institutes of Health for medical re-
search, cutting back in so many areas 
because war takes money away from a 
country that might spend it at home. 
That is the reality of what we face. 

We know the funds in this bill will 
not carry our military through the 
year 2007. The President and Secretary 
of Defense continue to send us so-called 
emergency bills which are supposed to 
be reserved for unanticipated surprise 
expenses. That is how we funded the 
war in Iraq, which is now going into its 
fifth year. These are certainly not un-
anticipated expenses. We know a war 
costs, and it costs greatly. 

There are the short-term costs of 
war, the $320 billion price tag, but 
there are other costs that will be with 
us for a long time. A Pulitzer Prize- 
winning economist has estimated that 
the cost of medical treatment for vet-
erans with brain injuries from the Iraqi 
war will be at least $14 billion over the 
next 20 years. To date, 1,700 of these 
soldiers have returned with serious 
traumatic brain injury. In a recent cal-
culation of 115 soldiers who were ex-
posed to blast injuries, such as IEDs, 62 
of the 115 had some form of a traumatic 
brain injury. 

It means, of course, in the most seri-
ous cases, extensive surgery and reha-
bilitation in an effort to get back to a 
normal life. It means in some other 

cases that they will lapse into epileptic 
seizures that will need to be carefully 
watched and treated for many years to 
come. This number, $14 billion for the 
next 20 years for brain injuries alone 
associated with the war in Iraq, tells us 
that we will pay, as these soldiers and 
their families will pay, for a long time 
to come. 

The numbers I have given do not in-
clude the billions of dollars which we 
will need to repair and replace equip-
ment for the Active-Duty units and the 
National Guard and Reserve. LTG Ste-
ven Blum of the National Guard bureau 
said: 

Today, here at home, I have less than 34 
percent of the equipment I’m supposed to 
have. 

In my hometown of Springfield, IL, I 
visited the National Guard at the Camp 
Lincoln facility. I looked at their 
empty parking lot: 85 percent of our 
Guard units in Illinois have been over 
at least once. They have run this 
equipment into the ground, and they 
have left a lot of it behind; it was just 
worn out. In a war, equipment is 
burned up at four or five times the nor-
mal rate. I can understand that. They 
are racing to make sure they are safe, 
and it takes its a toll on vehicles and 
equipment. 

They come home now to find empty 
parking lots and empty equipment 
lockers. Our National Guard units do 
not have the equipment they need to 
train to be ready if called up again. 
They do not have the equipment they 
need to respond to homegrown emer-
gencies, whether it is a flood or a situa-
tion they need to be there for. Many of 
them have to beg, borrow, and scratch 
to find what they need. 

According to Army officials, two- 
thirds of the Army’s active brigades 
are not ready for war. There is substan-
tial criticism of previous Presidents 
that we had a hollowed-out Army, an 
Army in name only, that wouldn’t be 
there if we needed it. Now the Army is 
being very forthright and saying, yes, 
we have paid a heavy toll, not just in 
lives—and that is the most important 
thing—but in training and readiness 
and basic equipment. 

The Army currently estimates that 
it needs $17 billion to address these 
readiness needs. The Marine Corps 
needs between $12 and $15 billion. Gen-
eral Blum reports the National Guard 
is ‘‘even further behind and even a 
more dire situation than the active 
Army. . . .We both have the same 
symptoms but [the Guard] has a higher 
fever.’’ 

The National Guard’s budget prob-
lems will only grow worse if the admin-
istration’s plans are followed. The 
Army National Guard currently has 
340,000 members, and it is working to 
recruit up to 350,000. There was a time 
in the Persian Gulf war when National 
Guard units and Reserve units were al-
most shunned. The regular Army said: 
Leave them at home. We will take a 
few of them, but we will do the job. We 
will tell you if we need you. It did not 

take long in Iraq and Afghanistan for 
our regular Army to understand they 
needed the National Guard and Reserve 
and needed it desperately. The Depart-
ment of Defense budget only plans to 
fund 324,000 guardsmen over the next 5 
years when we know we will need 
350,000. That is something we should 
face more realistically. 

The men and women in our military 
and their families give everything we 
could possibly ask of them. I cannot 
tell you how many times I have been to 
sendoffs and welcome homes in Illinois 
for Guard and Reserve units. I cannot 
tell you what it is like unless you have 
been there to stand there with mom 
and dad in tears watching their soldier, 
whom they love so much and respect so 
much, off to war. It is a story that has 
been repeated many times in the his-
tory of our Nation, but it never gets 
easy for that family sending off some-
one they dearly love. 

In my home State of Illinois, 85 per-
cent of our Guard units have been mo-
bilized in the last 3 years and many 
have gone more than once. Of the 34 
percent of the Illinois Guard equipment 
that has not been deployed, 10 percent 
has been deemed unacceptable due to 
age and lack of parts and inadequate 
armor protection. These dire equip-
ment shortages undercut the Guard 
unit’s ability to train and be prepared. 

Our guardsmen, God bless them, will 
find a way to serve. They will make do. 
They will scratch it together and they 
will answer the call. They always do. 
But we know what has happened. We 
have had soldiers stand up and say pub-
licly: We have been digging through 
landfills to find armor to try to protect 
ourselves. Things are getting better. 
There are improvements. The humvees 
which we are now sending are armored 
up, at least to the latest threat that we 
face, even though the threat seems to 
change and grow by the day. 

Our soldiers deserve the best. They 
deserve planning and decision making 
at the highest levels of Government 
that respects their sacrifice and pro-
vides the resources they need to fulfill 
their missions. We underestimated the 
cost of this war, it is clear. We over-
estimated the danger of Iraq to the 
United States. That is clear. We under-
estimated the insurgency which now 
threatens our troops. We underesti-
mated the civil war which now appears 
to be breaking out. Six thousand civil-
ians have died in the last 2 months in 
Iraq. We are perilously close to a civil 
war situation. And our soldiers, our 
American soldiers, are caught in the 
middle of this deadly crossfire in Iraq. 

I am afraid that this civil war is un-
derway, and I am afraid it is not ours 
to win. This is a war that the Govern-
ment and people of Iraq must deal 
with. They have to find a way to end 
the sectarian violence, to reign in the 
murderous militias. Baghdad, when I 
visited a year and a half ago, was the 
central point for American protection 
and security. We were hurried from the 
airport by convoy, first by helicopter 
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and then by convoy, into the so-called 
green zone, an old palace of Saddam 
Hussein’s which is guarded in three our 
four different perimeters to make sure 
it was safe—and still it was not. There 
we have not only our personnel from 
the embassy and important decision 
makers at the highest level of the mili-
tary but a lot of soldiers, a lot of ma-
rines, and a lot of sailors. Baghdad, 
that was the central place, the central 
point of our effort for security in Iraq. 

Now, unfortunately, the security in 
that city has deteriorated dramati-
cally, deteriorated to the point where 
we need thousands more American sol-
diers, not to mention Iraqi soldiers, to 
move in and make it safe. 

At some point in this terrible situa-
tion, there will be a tipping point when 
the forces of chaos and hatred will gain 
the upper hand in Iraq. I hope it hasn’t 
been reached yet. I am afraid if we 
don’t change course and the Iraqi Gov-
ernment doesn’t change course, we 
will. 

I understand we have a vote sched-
uled for 4 o’clock, so I conclude by say-
ing I will support this bill. Although I 
question the policy that brought us to 
this point, although I question this ad-
ministration’s plan to bring an end to 
this war in Iraq, my questions cannot 
be at the expense of shortchanging our 
troops. We must have the courage and 
vision to chart the right course so that 
the Iraqis stand up and defend their 
own country and that American sol-
diers start to come home with their 
mission truly accomplished. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Have the yeas and 

nays been ordered? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 

and nays have been ordered. 
The hour of 4 o’clock having arrived, 

the question is on agreeing to the 
Boxer amendment No. 4858. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-

ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS) 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN), are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BURR). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 225 Leg.] 

YEAS—97 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brownback 
Burns 

Burr 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 

Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
Dayton 
DeMint 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Ensign 

Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 

Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McCain 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 

Salazar 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Baucus Bunning Lieberman 

The amendment (No. 4858) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. SUNUNU. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4848 
Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-

sent that there be 2 minutes equally di-
vided on the Coburn amendment No. 
4848, followed by a vote on the amend-
ment with no second-degree amend-
ments in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who seeks time? 
The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, this is a 

simple amendment. This is trans-
parency. This is about adding an 
amendment to this bill that says the 
earmarks we put in, we know where 
they go. They are transparent. We 
know who did them, and we know who 
gets the money. It allows the Defense 
Department to look at them in com-
parison to what the overall mission of 
the Defense Department is. It talks 
about the cost of administering the 
earmarks, assessment of the utility of 
the earmarks, and it is something the 
American people ought to see. We 
know some earmarks are great for the 
Department of Defense, but we also 
know some are terrible. We ought to be 
evaluating the pertinency and the 
value of those earmarks, and we ought 
to know whether they are valuable at a 
time when we are having trouble fund-
ing the war. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, for the 
information of Senators, after the vote 
on this amendment, Senator SESSIONS 
will offer his amendment which deals 
with the conventional Trident modi-
fication, a very serious amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
vote on this amendment be limited to 
10 minutes. I say to the Senate this 
amendment is on the Defense author-
ization bill. I urged the Senator to ac-
cept a voice vote, but the Senator re-
quested a vote. So I request a vote now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-

ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Maine (Ms. SNOWE). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS) 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 96, 
nays 1, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 226 Leg.] 

YEAS—96 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
Dayton 
DeMint 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 

Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Martinez 

McCain 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—1 

Byrd 

NOT VOTING—3 

Baucus Lieberman Snowe 

The amendment (No. 4848) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 4774, 4846, AS MODIFIED, 4849, 

4851, 4761, AS MODIFIED, 4840, AS MODIFIED, 4801, 
AS MODIFIED, 4864, AS MODIFIED, 4841, 4860, 4797, 
AND 4855, EN BLOC 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
a managers’ package that I would like 
to describe: 

Amendment No. 4774 for Senator SES-
SIONS regarding blast protection; 
amendment No. 4846, as modified, for 
Senator PRYOR regarding combat sup-
port hospitals; amendment No. 4849 for 
Senator BOND regarding intelligence 
personnel; amendment No. 4851 for Sen-
ator BIDEN regarding military bases in 
Iraq; amendment No. 4761, as modified, 
for Senator LOTT regarding UAVs; 
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amendment No. 4840, as modified, for 
Senator LEVIN regarding vehicle tech-
nology; amendment No. 4801, as modi-
fied, for Senator DEWINE regarding 
shipbuilding; amendment No. 4864, as 
modified, for Senator NELSON of Flor-
ida regarding test and evaluation; 
amendment No. 4841 for Senator ALLEN 
regarding OEA study; amendment No. 
4860 for Senator MIKULSKI regarding an 
intelligence project; amendment No. 
4797 for Senator VOINOVICH regarding 
portable batteries; and amendment No. 
4855 for Senator DODD regarding Navy 
UWVs. 

All of these have been approved on 
both sides, and they have the clearance 
of all concerned, to the best of my 
knowledge. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these amendments which I 
send to the desk be considered en bloc 
and that they be adopted en bloc and 
that the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendments were agreed to, as 

follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 4774 

(Purpose: To make available from Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Army, 
up to $1,000,000 for blast protection re-
search) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to $1,000,000 may 
be available for Program Element 0602787A 
for blast protection research. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4846, AS MODIFIED 
On page 218, between lines 6 and 7, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to $10,000,000 
may be available for the Combat Support 
Hospital—Mobile Support Hospital. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4849 
(Purpose: To make available up to $8,000,000 

for personnel for a certain intelligence ac-
tivity) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. Of the amounts available for the 

activity described on pages 149 through 159 of 
Volume VI, Book I of the Fiscal Year 2007 
Congressional Budget Justification Book of 
the Intelligence Community, up to $8,000,000 
may be available for personnel for that ac-
tivity. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4851 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds for es-

tablishing United States military installa-
tions in Iraq or exercising United States 
control over the oil resources of Iraq) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. None of the funds appropriated 

or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be obligated or expended by the United 
States government for a purpose as follows: 

(1) To establish any military installation 
or base for the purpose of providing for the 
permanent stationing of United States 
Armed Forces in Iraq. 

(2) To exercise United States control over 
any oil resource of Iraq. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4761, AS MODIFIED 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 

SEC. 8109. (1) Of the amount appropriated 
by title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, 
DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, 
ARMY’’, up to $10,000,000 may be available for 
experimentation and refinement of tactics 
and doctrine in the use of the Class IV un-
manned aerial vehicles and ground stations 
associated with such vehicles. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4840, AS MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To make available from Research, 

Development, Test and Evaluation, Army, 
up to $10,000,000 for Combat Vehicle and 
Automotive Technology) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated by 

title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’ 
up to $10,000,000 may be available for Combat 
Vehicle and Automotive Technology. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4801, AS MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To make available from Ship-

building and Conversion, Navy, up to 
$10,000,000 for the Carrier Replacement 
Program for advance procurement of nu-
clear propulsion equipment) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title III under 
the heading ‘‘SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, 
NAVY’’, up to $10,000,000 may be available for 
the Carrier Replacement Program for ad-
vance procurement of nuclear propulsion 
equipment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4864, AS MODIFIED 
On page 218, between lines 6 and 7, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8109. (a) Except as provided in sub-

section (b), the Secretary of the Air Force 
shall, not later than March 31, 2007, submit 
to the congressional defense committees a 
cost-benefit analysis of significant proposed 
realignments or closures of research and de-
velopment or test and evaluation installa-
tions, activities, facilities, laboratories, 
units, functions, or capabilities of the Air 
Force. The analysis shall include an evalua-
tion of missions served and alternatives con-
sidered and of the benefits, costs, risks, and 
other considerations associated with each 
such proposed realignment or closure. 

(b) The requirement under subsection (a) 
does not apply to realignment and closure 
activities carried out in accordance with the 
final recommendations of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission under 
the 2005 round of defense base closure and re-
alignment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4841 
(Purpose: To provide that, of the amount ap-

propriated or otherwise made available by 
title II for Operation and Maintenance, De-
fense-Wide, up to $2,000,000 may be avail-
able for the Office of Economic Adjustment 
of the Department of Defense to conduct a 
traffic study and prepare a report on the 
improvements required to the transpor-
tation infrastructure around Fort Belvoir, 
Virginia, to accommodate the increase in 
the workforce located on and around Fort 
Belvoir resulting from decisions imple-
mented under the 2005 round of defense 
base closure and realignment) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. (a) Of the amount appropriated 

or otherwise made available by title II under 
the heading ‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, 
DEFENSE-WIDE’’, up to $2,000,000 may be 
available for the Office of Economic Adjust-
ment of the Department of Defense to con-
duct a traffic study on the improvements 
that are required to be carried out to the 
transportation infrastructure around Fort 
Belvoir, Virginia, to accommodate the in-
crease in the workforce located on and 
around Fort Belvoir resulting from decisions 

implemented under the 2005 round of defense 
base closure and realignment. The study 
shall incorporate the input of the Virginia 
Department of Transportation and other 
State and local governments and agencies. 

(b) Not later than one year after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a report on the study 
conducted under subsection (a), including a 
cost estimate for such improvements and the 
funding sources, including the Defense Ac-
cess Road Program, proposed for such im-
provements. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4860 

(Purpose: To make available from Procure-
ment, Defense-Wide, up to $12,600,000 for 
the completion of the final phase of a cer-
tain intelligence activity) 

At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8019. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title III under 
the heading ‘‘PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE’’, 
up to $12,600,000 may be available for the 
completion of the final phase of the activity 
described on pages 337 through 339 of Volume 
II of Book 1 of the Fiscal Year 2007 Congres-
sional Budget Justification Book of a compo-
nent of the intelligence community. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4797 

(Purpose: To provide that, of the amount ap-
propriated or otherwise made available by 
title IV for the Army for research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation, up to $1,000,000 
may be available for the Portable Battery 
Operated Solid-State Electrochemical Oxy-
gen Generator project) 

On page 218, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 
otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, $1,000,000 may be 
available for the Portable Battery Operated 
Solid-State Electrochemical Oxygen Gener-
ator project for the purpose of developing a 
field-portable oxygen generation device to 
enable the quick administration of oxygen to 
members of the Armed Forces wounded in 
action. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4855 

(Purpose: To make available from Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy, 
up to $1,000,000 for Energy Regeneration 
and Conversion Fuel Cell Systems to ad-
dress Navy Unmanned Underwater Vehicle 
requirements) 

At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, NAVY’’, up to $1,000,000 may 
be available for Energy Regeneration and 
Conversion Fuel Cell Systems to address 
Navy Unmanned Underwater Vehicle re-
quirements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, since I 
have been a U.S. Senator, I have been 
an advocate of what is known as the 
tip credit. I have always urged for the 
tip credit to be included in increases in 
the minimum wage. In no way have I 
done this to try to lower someone’s 
wage, but to try to help employers and 
restaurants to keep their doors open 
and increase job growth. 

We are debating, among other things, 
the minimum wage-death tax com-
promise. It has come to my attention 
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that some of our friends in the Cham-
ber are trying to construe the tip cred-
it in a way that I believe is very tor-
tured and, frankly, very wrong. So I 
have come to the Chamber today to try 
to explain and alleviate anybody’s 
fears as to what the effect of this law 
is to be. 

Let me make clear what the lan-
guage of the bill is. It says: 

A worker cannot be paid less than the cash 
wage paid such employee which is required 
under such law, ordinance, regulation, or 
order on the date of enactment. 

So what employees are receiving 
under their State laws is what they 
will continue to receive. As a minimum 
wage increase goes into effect, the cur-
rent wage level will be the floor. If a 
State, such as my State of Oregon, cur-
rently has a minimum wage of $7.50 an 
hour, this amount will be the wage the 
employee receives. No one’s wage will 
go decrease. Yet, some are suggesting 
that if a State does act, or if a court 
misunderstands the statute, then 
tipped employees’ wages will be low-
ered. That is not the intent of this tip 
credit provision. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the 
tip credit for the employee for whom 
we are raising this minimum and for 
their employer, who is simply trying to 
comply with this law. 

In my experience, when the executive 
agrees to the content of a law, the leg-
islature drafts it, and the affected 
stakeholders agree with it, then that is 
what becomes law. At this time, some 
continue to want to misrepresent what 
the tip credit is. For that reason, I 
would like to include two letters with 
my statement. The first letter is by the 
U.S. Department of Labor and the sec-
ond letter is from the National Res-
taurant Association. We are all saying 
the same thing, notwithstanding the 
efforts of others to try to defeat this 
compromise bill by distorting what the 
tip credit means. 

The U.S. Department of Labor’s Di-
rector of Wage and Hour Division has 
written to the majority leader stating 
the following: 

The Wage and Hour Division would read 
Section 402 as protecting the current min-
imum wages of the tipped employees in the 
seven States that now exclude a tipped em-
ployee’s tips from being considered as wages 
because to do otherwise would be incon-
sistent with what we understand to be the 
intent of Congress and the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, which the Wage and Hour Division 
enforces. 

If a Republican administration is 
saying we will not reduce anyone’s 
wages, I don’t believe a Democratic ad-
ministration would. A Republican 
House of Representatives has applied 
the same interpretation to the tip cred-
it provision, and I believe a vast major-
ity of the Senate would agree with the 
House’s interpretation. 

But what about those affected by the 
tip provision, the ones who pay the 
wages? This is a statement from John 
Gay, the senior vice president for gov-
ernment affairs and public policy, of 
the National Restaurant Association. 
He writes: 

The tip credit provision in the minimum 
wage bill protects employee wages at their 
current level. No provision results in the 
lowering of wages for any worker. The pur-
pose of the provision is to allow employers 
with tipped employees to count their em-
ployees’ tips as wages for purposes of meet-
ing their minimum wage obligation. There 
are 43 States that allow this practice now. 
The tip credit provision in the minimum 
wage bill allows the other seven— 

We are talking about seven States, 
Oregon being one of them— 
allows the other seven States to do so. In 
those seven States, employers would only be 
permitted a tip credit once their State min-
imum wage is raised in the future. For exam-
ple, the minimum wage is currently $7.50 per 
hour in Oregon. If the current Federal min-
imum wage bill passed and was signed into 
law, the State wage would remain at $7.50— 

It wouldn’t drop to $7.10, it would re-
main at $7.50— 
until the State legislature or inflation in-
creases the State’s minimum wage in the fu-
ture. If the State minimum wage was in-
creased $1, to $8.50, only then would the em-
ployers be permitted a tip credit of the 
amount of the minimum wage increase. 

I have never understood the belief of 
some that you can love employees and 
hate employers, but that seems to be 
what is driving this attempt to mis-
represent the tip credit. We are trying 
to be fair to employees. We are trying 
to help employers to continue to retain 
and compensate their employees. 

I will simply conclude by saying 
again that when all parties—the ones 
who write the law, the ones who en-
force the law, and the ones who live 
under the law—agree with the content 
of the law, then that is the law. And 
under this proposal, no employee’s 
minimum wage will be reduced. Any-
one saying anything to the contrary is 
shooting from the peanut gallery. 
These people are not part of the 
group—the writers of the law, the en-
forcers of the law, and those who live 
under the law. 

I urge its passage. If we are going to 
raise the minimum wage—and I sup-
port doing so—I think in fairness to 
the employers, we ought also to in-
clude the tip credit. This is a good 
compromise. There is so much impor-
tant in this bill that is essential for the 
health of our economy and for the set-
tling of some important issue, includ-
ing planning people’s estates, sup-
porting airline pensions, and helping 
those at the lowest rung of the income 
scale receive a raise. I am support all 
of this. And I believe this provision 
only helps—it does not hurt—those on 
the minimum wage because it enables 
more people to have jobs. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CHAFEE). The Senator from Alabama is 
recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I wish 
to express my appreciation to the Sen-
ator from Oregon for his thoughtful 
and careful analysis of the tip credit 
issue. I have heard a lot of things said 
about it recently, and a lot of them are 
quite off base, and it is good that we 
hear the matter carefully discussed and 
explained. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4844 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment No. 4844. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a second? Would 
the Senator agree to a time limit so 
that we would vote at 6:15 on the 
amendment? 

Mr. SESSIONS. That would be fine. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the vote on 
this amendment take place at 6:15, 
with no second-degree amendments 
being allowed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SES-

SIONS] proposes an amendment num-
bered 4844. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 4844 

(Purpose: To make available from Research, 
Development, Test, and Evaluation, Navy, 
up to $77,000,000 for the Conventional Tri-
dent Modification Program) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated by 

title IV under the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DE-
VELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, NAVY’’, 
up to $77,000,000 may be available for Ad-
vanced Conventional Strike Capability (PE 
#64327N) for the Conventional Trident Modi-
fication Program. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I offer 

this amendment to restore the military 
funding request of $77 million under re-
search and development for the Con-
ventional Trident Modification Pro-
gram. The Quadrennial Defense Re-
view—that is, the 4-year review of the 
military’s world strategic plan—made 
this finding: 

We need to make greater progress in field-
ing prompt, accurate, nonnuclear global 
strike capabilities, and that we also make 
further modest reductions in a strategic nu-
clear force. 

So they have looked at that nuclear 
posture review and as a result have 
concluded, as General Cartwright and 
Admiral Giambastiani, as vice chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a 
letter to Senator INOUYE, that these ca-
pabilities as requested in this request 
for the Conventional Trident Modifica-
tion fulfill the military’s need for a 
prompt strike weapon. So this is what 
they requested. The Conventional Tri-
dent Modification Program is designed 
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to demonstrate the feasibility of using 
existing Trident super submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles with non-
nuclear warheads to provide the Presi-
dent an important strategic capability 
for countering serious threats to the 
United States and to do so in time-ur-
gent situations. It will use an inert 
warhead—someone said it could even 
be concrete—and a warhead traveling 
at the speed that this missile travels 
would have sufficient impact with an 
inert warhead of nonexplosive capa-
bility to meet the needs of the mili-
tary. 

So while the Senate-passed National 
Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 2007 fully funds this effort, the 
Senate Defense appropriation bill that 
is now before us would eliminate all 
funding for this critical program. Ac-
cording to the report accompanying 
the appropriations bill, the Defense 
Committee: 

Believes that fundamental issues about the 
use of this weapon must be addressed prior 
to investing in this effort. 

The committee also believes that 
other potentially less provocative al-
ternatives have yet to be considered, it 
says. 

I will try to address specifically these 
two concerns, but first allow me to re-
mind my colleagues that this issue was 
thoroughly considered and debated by 
the Armed Services Committee prior to 
and during its markup of the Defense 
authorization bill. The Strategic 
Forces Subcommittee, of which I am 
the chairman, held a hearing on this 
specific issue—the global strike capa-
bilities—during which we discussed it 
in depth. During our markup, more-
over, the Armed Services Committee 
adopted an amendment proposed by the 
Democratic members of the committee 
that would limit spending on the CTM 
beyond $32 million of research and de-
velopment pending the submission by 
the Defense Department of a report by 
the Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of State addressing the mili-
tary, political, and international issues 
associated with the conventional Tri-
dent missile modification. 

But I would argue that this capa-
bility is just too important for our Na-
tion to allow another year to slip by 
without proceeding at least with re-
search and development. To accommo-
date the concerns of some of my col-
leagues, the amendment before you 
would restore only the research and de-
velopment funds associated with the 
CTM Program. Not included is the $50 
million requested by the Department of 
Defense for acquisition activities re-
lated to the CTM Program. I believe 
this was a reasonable compromise, an 
effort to gain broad support for this 
new system. I believe further that to 
provide R&D funds to demonstrate the 
concept, while withholding procure-
ment funding until Congress has an op-
portunity to review the required re-
port, meets and goes beyond, really, 
the needs and concerns that our col-
leagues have raised. 

To speak directly to the matter, why 
do we need a submarine-launched bal-
listic missile that can strike virtually 
anywhere on the face of the globe with 
precision, with a conventional war-
head, within 30 minutes or less? 
Former Secretaries of Defense Harold 
Brown, under a Democratic adminis-
tration, and James Schlesinger, under 
a Republican administration, said it 
well in a recent op-ed article they 
wrote together, the two of them—Sec-
retaries of Defense, men of wisdom and 
experience. They said: 

In a world in which terrorist groups may 
have access to nuclear weapons it is impera-
tive to give future U.S. Presidents more op-
tions to prevent nuclear attack. 

I think that says it all. Indeed, it is 
likely that by the time this system is 
ready to be fielded, President Bush will 
not be here to utilize it, but his ac-
tions, and our actions as a Congress 
today, can provide future Presidents 
with these needed options. To be sure, 
we are not dealing with an academic 
debate. It was reported in a 9/11 Com-
mission report that on August 11, 1998, 
a cruise missile attack against bin 
Laden, who was then hiding in Afghan-
istan, missed its intended target ‘‘by a 
few hours.’’ How might the course of 
history have been altered that day if 
the President had at his disposal a 
prompt global strike capability? 

In another example, it was reported 
by the press that the initial attack 
against Saddam Hussein, at the outset 
of Operation Iraqi Freedom, took some 
4 hours to reach the target using 
Stealth fighters and sea-launched 
cruise missiles—ample time for the 
enemy to escape. 

In addition to targets in the war 
against terrorism, one can imagine 
other important uses for a conven-
tional weapon that can strike targets 
across the globe in minutes, for exam-
ple, destroying a ballistic missile 
armed with weapons of mass destruc-
tion as it is being prepared to be 
launched against the United States; 
intercepting a weapon of mass destruc-
tion which is being loaded into a con-
tainer ship heading for a U.S. port; or 
disrupting key enemy command-and- 
control facilities so that they cannot 
execute an attack plan; thwarting 
enemy moves to seize strategic advan-
tage at the outset of some crisis. 

It is true that some of these targets 
could be attacked using existing strike 
forces such as cruise missiles, bombers 
and precision-guided weapons, fighter 
aircraft launching from carriers or per-
haps special operations forces. But 
each of these alternative strike plat-
forms carries risks to U.S. personnel, 
require complex planning and support 
infrastructure, and cannot reach their 
target in minutes. It is hours. 

CTM is indeed a niche capability. But 
the regrets of not having this option 
are just too high to contemplate, given 
today’s security environment. 
Wouldn’t we want any President to 
have this capability? 

I believe all can agree on the stra-
tegic value of the conventional Trident 

program. Let me address what I under-
stand to be the principle concerns of 
some of its critics, which are that the 
launch of a conventional Trident mis-
sile might be mistaken for a launch of 
a nuclear-armed missile and prompt a 
catastrophic nuclear response from 
some third-party nation that believes 
it is under attack. 

The Defense Department has taken 
seriously this concern. As a matter of 
fact, the first thing they have done, 
and decided to do from the beginning, 
is to be absolutely open to the world 
about the capability they have in these 
missiles and their plans to convert a 
nuclear missile to a conventional mis-
sile; but they have, in addition, put in 
place a comprehensive approach for 
mitigating this risk. 

But before examining these specific 
steps, I ask my colleagues to look more 
carefully at the fundamental under-
lying concern. Would a nuclear power 
with ballistic missiles, such as China 
or Russia, perceive the launch of one or 
even two ballistic missiles, as an at-
tack against its territory, starting a 
nuclear war? I think not. Even during 
the darkest days of the Cold War such 
an attack by a single missile was con-
sidered implausible. People always 
talked openly, among the defense 
forces of all these nations, about the 
situation in which a single missile 
might be launched by mistake. It is 
well known if people are going to kick 
off a nuclear war and have a number of 
missiles, they would launch their en-
tire fleet, hundreds of missiles at a 
time, trying to catch the Nation’s ad-
versary unaware and perhaps destroy 
their retaliatory capability on the 
ground. All that was the strategy in-
volved in Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion—a thing, basically, of the past, 
frankly, and thankfully it appears to 
be so. But we have to be concerned and 
cannot forget the lessons of that pe-
riod. 

But let’s take this further. Very few 
States can currently detect a launch of 
a missile and track the trajectory of 
its warhead. Very few nations have the 
capability of detecting our launch. The 
country that has the most capability 
in this regard would be Russia, but we 
are told by Defense officials that once 
the Russians detect a launch, their sys-
tem capability is such they will know 
it is not aimed at them. They will 
know where it will land, and they will 
know it poses no threat. They are not 
going to kick off a war over this. 

Assuming the above context is not 
enough to assuage our concerns, the 
Department of Defense has in place a 
comprehensive strategy to mitigate 
risks posed by the misperception or 
ambiguity problems. One of the meas-
ures that they plan is advanced notifi-
cation to leaders of select States. For 
example, the United States maintains 
a robust set of communication links 
between U.S. leaders and their Russian 
counterparts and military counterparts 
all over the world. We have that capa-
bility and, in fact, communicate on a 
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fairly frequent basis, and additional 
communication links with senior Rus-
sian officials are planned, such as the 
Joint Data Exchange Center for shared 
early warning. In this case, Russian 
and U.S. officials would sit side by side 
in a jointly staffed early warning cen-
ter. Isn’t that a good step forward? 

What do we have as a strategy for the 
United States today? We are reducing 
significantly the number of our nuclear 
warheads, and we are creating a center 
for early warning, where our military 
people sit down side by side to further 
eliminate any possibility of a mistake. 
There are political exchanges and mili-
tary-to-military talks with Russians 
and other nations to inform them of 
our plans for the CTM. These efforts 
are already underway. We are right up-
front with the military leaders around 
the world about what we are devel-
oping and why we are doing it. 

Operational measures, such as dis-
tinctive command and control proce-
dures for the conventional Trident mis-
sile, would differ from procedures for 
nuclear-armed Tridents, and potential 
visits and inspections to build con-
fidence through transparency are 
planned. Our Defense Department 
talked openly with other defense de-
partments. We will take every effort to 
make sure there is no risk from this. 

In summary, the risk of a country 
misinterpreting the launch of a con-
ventionally armed Trident missile as a 
nuclear attack are low to nonexistent. 
The Department of Defense risk miti-
gation strategy will further eliminate 
that risk—indeed, eliminate it totally. 
In this post-September 11 world, we 
need strategic capabilities to promptly 
thwart dangerous threats to the United 
States, where time is of the essence 
and the regret of not acting is too high 
to imagine. The conventional Trident 
option provides our leaders the capa-
bility to go after high-value targets 
where access may be difficult or where 
other U.S. forces are not present. It is 
a capability that will be reserved for 
extreme national emergencies. It is a 
capability we need today. It is an op-
tion any President can have if we move 
forward and should have. 

I close by asking my colleagues to 
think carefully about this amendment. 
It is a very important issue. I can un-
derstand that people might have raised 
concerns. But what I want to say to my 
colleagues is we had a hearing on this. 
We had General Cartwright and others 
testify. General Cartwright is the Com-
mander of the Strategic Command. 
This is under his direction. He is a very 
impressive general. We asked him 
tough questions about all these issues, 
and he was quite forthcoming and open 
about it. He answered every single one 
of them. 

Our Armed Services Committee has 
voted this out in a compromise fashion 
to guarantee even further study before 
the system goes to full development. 
But we do not need to waste another 
year. We do not need to go another 
year without the future President of 

the United States having the capa-
bility that we have the power to give 
him, to launch a nonnuclear strike 
anywhere in the world and hit a target 
within 30 minutes. It is the right thing 
to do. It is very important for our De-
fense Department. They strongly sup-
port it as part of their 4-year Quadren-
nial Defense Review. We have letters 
from General Cartwright, Vice Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
others supporting this matter, and the 
Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld. 
Indeed, Secretary Rumsfeld said in his 
letter, just a few days ago: 

The Department [of Defense] strongly sup-
ports this amendment. Failure to fund this 
program would delay a capability we need 
now to respond promptly and precisely to 
time-sensitive, high-value targets anywhere 
in the world. 

This capability is within our grasp. It 
will work. It is simply a matter of de-
veloping the warhead and doing train-
ing with it. But the capability we have 
is such that these missiles can hit the 
most precise targets within 30 minutes 
anywhere on the globe. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-

dent, I join my colleague from Ala-
bama to offer this amendment that will 
provide funding to enable a new and in-
deed needed capability known as 
Prompt Global Strike. In March of this 
year, prior to an Armed Services sub-
committee hearing, I met with General 
James Cartwright, of the U.S. Stra-
tegic Command, to discuss this capa-
bility. He explained to me that the 
need for it was urgent and why. It is 
designed for situations where the time 
to act is short and access may be de-
nied or difficult, U.S. forces are not 
present, and the regret of not acting is 
high. 

For instance, we could be in a situa-
tion that required a quick strike on a 
mobile ballistic missile launcher or 
WMD transshipment point or high- 
value terrorist target or an enemy 
command center. In order to hit these 
targets in a time-critical manner, Gen-
eral Cartwright has asked for author-
ization for some Trident missiles to be 
modified for conventional use. 

Trident missiles have longer ranges 
than Tomahawk cruise missiles, and in 
situations where airspace is restricted, 
are safer to employ than long-range 
bombers. Now the need is obvious. The 
attacks on September 11, the war on 
terrorism, and the spread of weapons of 
mass destruction demand prompt glob-
al strikes. 

I would argue that in the wake of 
North Korea’s missile tests that having 
this capability becomes even more nec-
essary as an option. 

One of the main arguments against 
CTM is that other countries could mis-
take a conventional missile launch for 
a nuclear missile attack. 

Even though I am told that is a very 
low likelihood, to ensure that other 

countries don’t mistake a conventional 
missile for a nuclear missile, the De-
partment of Defense is developing as-
surance measures such as: Advance no-
tification; Shared early warning; In-
spections and transparency. 

And General Cartwright said to me 
that ‘‘the lines of communication are 
more open than ever between the 
United States and Russia and China.’’ 

Additionally, the Department has 
studied alternatives. Conventional Tri-
dent Modification—CTM—is the only 
concept available within the next 2 to 
3 years. Other options may be available 
by the middle of the next decade and 
are being pursued. 

The Armed Services Committee, on 
which I serve, considered this issue and 
included language on CTM in the De-
fense Authorization bill. The Strategic 
Forces Subcommittee held a hearing 
and briefings; there was full committee 
discussion during markup and a com-
promise was reached to fully fund the 
CTM request, but limit spending be-
yond $32,000,000 of R&D funds pending 
submission of a joint DoD/State Dept 
report addressing virtually all concerns 
and alternatives. 

Unfortunately, the Defense Appro-
priations Committee did not fund the 
program, and required a National 
Academy of Science study of the under-
lying mission requirement and options. 

General Cartwright and the Vice- 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
Admiral Giambastiani, believe these 
questions have already been answered 
by the JASONs, the Defense Policy 
Board, the STRATCOM Strategic Advi-
sory Group, and the STRATCOM staff. 

In a joint letter from Admiral 
Giambastiani and General Cartwright 
they state: 

We are aware . . . of a range of issues asso-
ciated with the use of conventionally-modi-
fied Trident missiles, and understand that 
Congress may desire assurances that these 
issues be resolved prior to deployment of 
such a capability. We are confident that the 
DoD, with the Department of State, can sat-
isfactorily allay these concerns in parallel 
with continued research and development. 
This capability is too important to the na-
tion to delay. 

Senator SESSIONS and I also have a 
letter from Secretary Rumsfeld indi-
cating his very strong support for fund-
ing of the Conventional Trident Modi-
fication program. He said, ‘‘Failure to 
fund this program would delay a capa-
bility we need now to respond promptly 
and precisely to time-sensitive, high 
value targets anywhere in the world.’’ 

The House Armed Services Com-
mittee and the House Defense Appro-
priations Committee had similar con-
cerns, but they have provided R&D 
funding—$30,000,000—while awaiting re-
sponse to their questions. 

The benefit of our amendment, and 
this compromise approach, is that the 
program will move forward with re-
search and development funding—not 
procurement funding—while DoD ad-
dresses the concerns of CTM critics. 

It’s a good, bipartisan compromise 
amendment and I hope our colleages in 
the Senate will support it. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Alabama. The 
premise advanced by the Senator from 
Alabama is that we have such a robust 
relationship with other nuclear powers, 
such as Russia, that it would be easy to 
coordinate this; there would be no mis-
taking a launch of a conventional mis-
sile from a Trident submarine. But I 
think that is contradicted by what the 
Russians themselves say. 

General Cartright went out and met 
his counterpart, General Baluyevsky, 
the chief of the Russian general staff, 
and tried to talk to him about these 
threats of terrorists needing to strike 
at long distance. And General 
Baluyevsky said this could be a costly 
move which not only won’t guarantee 
his destruction—referring to Bin 
Laden—but could provide an irrevers-
ible response from a nuclear-armed 
state which can’t determine what war-
head is fitted on the missile. 

That is the strong support, constant 
communication with Russia that we 
have today, which could easily discern 
and disseminate information about a 
potential launch of a conventional 
weapon from a Trident platform. 

The Trident submarine contains mis-
siles which are all armed with nuclear 
weapons. They are part of our strategic 
triad—probably the most secure part of 
our triad. And the practical problem 
for anyone in the world is to deter-
mine, if we shoot one of these missiles 
at them, is it a conventional warhead 
or is it a nuclear warhead? 

If anyone believes they have nuclear 
weapons and are being attacked by a 
nuclear device, I think there is a 
strong fear, on my part at least, that 
they would retaliate before they could 
ever verify what was going on. 

Another aspect of this whole proposal 
is that it is premised on the fact that 
we would only have minutes or so to 
strike a target. But I think you have to 
ask yourself, reasonably and realisti-
cally, if that is the case, how do we 
know the target is so dangerous? I pre-
sume, in terms of developing our intel-
ligence sources, we first have a sus-
picion, then we have information, we 
go out and verify it, and in that process 
I would assume and would hope that 
our national security officials would 
begin to move assets into the area 
which could conduct a strike with pre-
cision weapons. 

Again, I think the record of the intel-
ligence community, frankly, in terms 
of determining targets is one that is 
spotty at best. That is because of the 
difficulty of doing this type of intel-
ligence work. 

Recall now the first blow in the Iraq 
war was a precision strike to decapi-
tate their leadership by killing, essen-
tially, Saddam Hussein. It turned out 
he wasn’t there. 

Think about if that type of intel-
ligence prompted the firing of a Tri-
dent missile, and a nuclear power was 

unsure that it was not a nuclear weap-
on or a conventional weapon and re-
taliate. I think we are going down a 
very dangerous path. 

Let me also suggest something else, 
which is inherent in the argument of 
Senator SESSIONS. I guess the question 
would be, would we wait, if it is so dan-
gerous and so insistent to act so quick-
ly, would we wait to ensure that the 
other parties understood—the other 
parties being Russia or China—that 
this was a nonnuclear launch? How 
much time would that take? How could 
we be sure that we have effectively 
communicated it? None of this has 
been investigated. 

The comments by the Russian chief 
of general staff suggests that. So I 
think we have an obligation to look 
carefully at this issue before we go 
down this path. 

That is essentially what was agreed 
to in the Defense authorization bill. 
The Defense authorization bill says no 
funds can be expended for R&D until 30 
days after a report, which is specified 
in the committee legislation, is given 
to the relevant committees in the Sen-
ate and the House. If they have all 
these answers right now, and they are 
compelling and persuasive, I presume 
it could be delivered within a few days, 
starting the 30-day period to be told or 
to expire. I think this is a prudent 
thing to do. To go ahead and avoid this 
report not only contradicts the senti-
ment on the authorizing committee, 
but also I think it disregards the dif-
ficult questions that have to be asked. 

Where is this instantaneous assured 
notification to others that this is a 
conventional weapon and not a nuclear 
weapon? I think that question alone re-
quires an evaluation. 

I hope in the disposition of this 
amendment we would let this report re-
quirement stand, would let the com-
mittee do what they have essentially 
done—roughly the same thing—allow-
ing R&D funding to go forward pending 
reports of one kind or another. That is 
the prudent and appropriate thing to 
do. I hope we would do that. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak in opposition. 
I have spent many hours in discus-

sions on this program with supporters 
of this program. I have listened to 
their arguments. And, believe me, I 
have put in much thought about this 
matter. 

I have concluded that this is not the 
time to begin development of a conven-
tional Trident missile. Instead, the 
chairman and I agree—and the Appro-
priations Committee concurred—that 
before proceeding to develop this or 
any alternative program, the Congress 
needs to have a truly independent 
study. 

As such, the bill includes $5 million 
for the National Academy of Sciences 
to conduct a study to examine the con-
ventional Trident and other alter-
natives. 

I think most Americans are not 
aware of what we are speaking of when 

we say a Trident submarine or Trident 
missile. A Trident submarine is a nu-
clear-powered submarine that carries 
24 tubes. Each tube can have a nuclear- 
tipped missile, an intercontinental bal-
listic missile. All of the military is 
well aware of this. The Russians know 
about this. The North Koreans know 
about this. The Koreans, the Japanese, 
the Chinese—it is no secret to them. 
And the proposal is to have four of 
these missiles conventional, not nu-
clear. 

That sounds reasonable. The argu-
ment is that the Russians know that if 
we fire one, it is not intended to be an 
attack because if we were to attack a 
nation, we would have hundreds flying. 

But let’s turn this around a bit. What 
if one of those Russian missiles—and 
they have nuclear-powered submarines 
that can shoot out from their tubes 
intercontinental ballistic missiles— 
let’s say they fired one toward Canada, 
and because of the curvature of the 
Earth, it has to fly over Washington, 
DC, or New York City, and the Rus-
sians told us: No; we are not firing at 
you. We are firing at Canada. What do 
you think our reaction would be? 
Would we say, go right ahead? The 
least we will do is put our country on 
full alert. What is full alert? It is the 
finger is right over the button, and 
sometimes a mistake can be made and 
sometimes the finger gets a bit too 
heavy. 

No. 1, we don’t need the conventional 
warhead. 

No. 2, the risk is too great. 
How would the North Koreans take it 

if they saw a missile flying in their di-
rection? How would the Chinese take 
it? There is no transparency. Today, 
yes, we can call up on all the nations 
and say we are going to test a Trident 
missile, and it is going to fly out of 
here and it is going to land there, and 
they can all watch and monitor. But if 
we were out to demolish something, 
the question is, Will we notify the 
world? The answer is obvious. If you 
want a surprise to get Osama bin 
Laden, are we going to tell the whole 
world, ‘‘Yes, we are going to fire into 
that mountain because we want to get 
Osama bin Laden’’? Guess how long he 
will stick around. 

The committee did the right thing by 
setting aside $5 million for an inde-
pendent agency to make the study, not 
some agency connected to the Depart-
ment of Defense. I hope my colleagues 
will vote against this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I appreciate my col-
league so much. I express my apprecia-
tion to Senator NELSON of Nebraska for 
being a cosponsor and for his work on 
the Committee on Armed Services. I 
failed to mention that Senator CHUCK 
HAGEL of Nebraska is also a cosponsor 
of this amendment. 

We have so many ideas about how to 
defend America that we should not dis-
respect others who may disagree every 
now and then on how something should 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:24 Aug 04, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03AU6.099 S03AUPT1hm
oo

re
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
68

 w
ith

 H
M

S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8709 August 3, 2006 
be done. I respect Senator INOUYE. He 
is a patriot and an expert on defense. I 
have seen his leadership on national 
missile defense, which is seen today as 
a very wise investment. If a single mis-
sile moved toward the United States 
for the first time in history, we now 
have some capability to knock that 
down. In fact, in a few years, we will 
have a powerful capability to knock 
that down, but we have some capa-
bility right now. I believe we could suc-
cessfully knock down one of those mis-
siles. 

I will share a few thoughts. My col-
league, Senator REED, talked about the 
Russians, who had a meeting with our 
people. The Russians said they might 
not like it if we launched a missile like 
this. If we had this capability, they 
might not like it. 

It is interesting that we are openly 
talking with them about the capa-
bility, and letting them know what our 
plans are. The experts tell us they 
could tell, shortly after a launch, 
whether or not a missile was aimed at 
them. Certainly we are not going to 
launch World War III, no nation would, 
if a single missile was aimed toward 
them. We need to think this through. 

With regard to the review and the 
studies, my colleague, Senator REED, 
on the Committee on Armed Services, 
and I serve together. He may have mis-
understood what this amendment 
would do. The authorization bill we 
passed that authorized spending on this 
missile system required a study. It said 
that study must be completed and no 
more than $32 million could be spent 
until it was completed. It would re-
quire not only the Defense Department 
to participate but the State Depart-
ment to participate. That was to allay 
the concerns being raised. 

That language is not undermined by 
this amendment. This amendment does 
not refer to it. It would be absolutely 
mandated by the language in the De-
fense authorization bill. We certainly 
want that report. There is no attempt, 
I say to my colleagues, to undermine 
that requirement. That requirement 
remains in place. 

The effect of failing to fund this pro-
gram, a program that was based upon a 
need identified by the formal 4-year 
Quadrennial Defense Review of the De-
partment of Defense, a study was made 
to identify how best to meet that need. 
This conventional Trident was decided 
to be the best way to have that need 
met in short order. That is why the De-
fense Department has asked for it. 
They have never been secretive about 
it. They have been absolutely open 
about it. They have made sure they 
have gone the extra mile to carry out 
a series of steps that would make us 
not mislead any country. It is the right 
thing to do. 

Our submarines carry 24 nuclear mis-
siles today that can hit a target around 
the world within 30 minutes. I have a 
son-in-law in Hawaii who is an officer 
on a nuclear submarine. I am very 
proud of him. My daughter is in Hawaii 

today. I know a little bit about those 
submarines. They carry nuclear weap-
ons. 

We don’t want the President of the 
United States to have a real serious 
threat to America existing for a short 
period of time, and the only response 
he or she may have is a nuclear weap-
on. We want them to have extra op-
tions, an option to use a non-nuclear 
weapon. 

There was some suggestion by Sen-
ator REED, almost like he is afraid for 
us to have this capability. We have the 
capability now to launch cruise mis-
siles on shorter range targets where 
there is more time. We don’t go willy- 
nilly launching cruise missiles. This is 
a non-nuclear weapon. It would do no 
more damage than a cruise missile 
would, maybe less if it is not an explo-
sive warhead. I don’t see the danger. 

I know the concern. We have had a 
hearing on it. We have talked about it. 
The Defense Department, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
General Cartwright, Strategic Com-
mander, one of the most able officers in 
the military, one of the most re-
spected, say we need this. They have 
asked us and written us to do it this 
year. It is affordable. It will use exist-
ing missiles. It will be a missile that 
now has the capability to launch and is 
designed to carry nuclear weapons. We 
are going to ‘‘non-nuclear’’ it and 
make it a conventional weapon. It is 
very much needed. 

A former Secretary of Defense, Har-
old Brown, under Jimmy Carter, and 
former Secretary of Defense, James 
Schlesinger, under President Reagan, 
have both asked for this to be done. 
They said, in an op-ed they voluntarily 
published, we need this capability. 

I urge my colleagues to think this 
through. If we authorize it, additional 
studies will be required. My colleagues, 
please know when you vote on this you 
are not building and deploying the sys-
tem but simply doing the research and 
development. We will have another 
step in between with the full extra 
study we have asked by the Defense 
Department before we make a final de-
cision to go forward. 

That is where we are. It is a reason-
able approach, an approach that has 
listened to the concerns of some of our 
colleagues and tried to respond to 
those in a way that keeps this on 
track. We don’t want to end up 2, 3, 4 
years from now not having done this, 
leaving the President of the United 
States in the future without the capa-
bility, without an option to protect the 
people of America. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I don’t 

recall a time I have had a dispute with 
Senator SESSIONS on defense policy but 
I do on this issue. In the first place, the 
Committee on Armed Services provided 
an authorization for the money but 
told us it cannot be spent until there is 
a study. I don’t support this amend-

ment because I do not agree with the 
urgency to commit to this solution and 
commit funds for it when we lack a full 
understanding of the requirement and 
a thorough review of the alternatives. 

What we needed and what the De-
fense appropriations bill before us now 
provides is a comprehensive analysis. 
This follows the path of the Committee 
on Armed Services, a review that con-
siders the military factors as well as 
the political and international factors 
of what is needed—not money upfront. 
Our Defense appropriations bill con-
tains language for such a review and 
report. The Senate Committee on 
Armed Services was concerned about 
this capability. They included the ex-
tensive report language, as well. Our 
Appropriations Subcommittee has gone 
one step further, and we have withheld 
funds for the fiscal year 2007. 

Given the concerns raised by some 
Senators, our committee does not 
agree we must fund this initiative now. 
Funding for defense is very tight, as 
the Senate knows. Given the serious 
concerns about prompt global strike 
and the limited fund for defense this 
year, the Committee on Appropria-
tions—in particular, our sub-
committee—has carefully decided to 
fund only those programs that have 
been fully explained and justified. 

There are three principal reasons 
why I am concerned about pursuing the 
conventional Trident missile, or CTM, 
solution. I have reservations about the 
international political opinion and the 
potential for misinterpretation of our 
actions. A country that picks up or 
identifies a CTM launch might legiti-
mately worry whether the weapon car-
ries a nuclear or conventional payload. 
This could be a provocative action, if 
taken. This issue is larger than the De-
fense Department. There are serious 
international implications that the 
State Department should be more in-
volved before we go forward with CTM 
capability. 

Second, the demand for a prompt 
strike capability is not well supported 
by the timeliness of our intelligence or 
its decision-making processes. It takes 
time to validate intelligence informa-
tion, and the decision to strike takes 
time. It should be carefully analyzed 
before making that decision. This ca-
pability would offer the opportunity 
for risky, even reckless strikes, rather 
than deliberate, clearly thought-out 
action. Congress needs to thoroughly 
understand the implications and uses 
of the concept of prompt global strike. 

My third concern with CTM is my 
preference to do more with our for-
ward-deployed conventional strike as-
sets which may be called back and 
under positive control under the com-
batant commanders until final com-
mitment. Our committee recommended 
the Defense Department look again at 
how and where our conventional strike 
forces should be deployed to develop a 
more responsive means to meet the 
need for a faster strike capability. 

The facts are that Congress does not 
have sufficient information to make a 
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decision on a conventional Trident 
missile today. This missile is not some-
thing that is needed in the near term. 
Therefore, I recommend the Senate not 
approve this amendment and support 
our Defense appropriations bill which 
calls for further study. 

Is there a time set for the vote? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

is set for 6:15. 
Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I have 
such respect for Senator INOUYE and 
Senator STEVENS, but I do want to 
mention a couple of things that are im-
portant for my colleagues. This is a 
high priority for our military leaders. 
They believe it is critical to have this 
capability. 

As former Secretary of Defense Har-
old Brown said, along with James 
Schlesinger: 

The detonation of a nuclear weapon in the 
United States by a terrorist group would be 
an unprecedented disaster. It is essential [es-
sential] that Congress approve the funds for 
this program. Moreover, a small reprogram-
ming action in the current fiscal year could 
accelerate the missiles’ initial deployments. 
In a world in which terrorist groups may 
have access to nuclear weapons, it is impera-
tive to give future U.S. presidents more op-
tions to prevent nuclear attacks. 

They go on in quite a long article and 
deal with this. 

My colleague, in talking about this, 
mentioned that: Well, this could be 
recklessly used. But any weapon we 
have could be recklessly used. Some 
have said President Clinton was not 
wise when he launched a cruise missile 
into the Sudan. I defended it when he 
did it. But he made that decision. He 
made that decision. That is a conven-
tional weapon. 

The only difference, really, col-
leagues, in a conventional Trident 
launch and a cruise missile launch is it 
is quicker. We talked about there are 
multiple hours many times, they are 
not as fast, they have to be launched 
often from an aircraft or from ships 
that are not readily available, they are 
not readily available to be launched. 
So we are talking about delays. 

This would allow us the capability of 
launching a nonnuclear weapon, much 
like our cruise missiles and Tomahawk 
missiles, to hit a precise target that 
could represent a deadly threat to the 
people of the United States of America. 

It is unbelievable, really, that we 
have this capability. Right now the 
President can do it, but the only mis-
siles he has that he could launch that 
could hit a target within 30 minutes 
are nuclear missiles. It would be un-
likely we would ever launch one nu-
clear weapon like that that I can imag-

ine. It could happen, I guess, but it cer-
tainly would be cause for the greatest 
anguish and concern, and it would be 
unlikely to ever be done. 

So I am just saying this is the plan 
that our experts, who are working on 
strategic issues in the Department of 
Defense, believe gives the President a 
capability and gives the Defense De-
partment, our military, a capability 
that can help protect America with a 
conventional weapon. Maybe it will be 
an inert warhead, inert substance in 
what would be the warhead, that it is 
not even an explosive. And it could 
strike a target around the world that 
could save thousands and thousands of 
lives, tip the balance of some sort of 
military conflict. 

So that is where we have reached 
some disagreement. I am very respect-
ful of the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of this Appropriations Committee. 
They have defended America person-
ally, putting their lives on the line for 
our country. They have, for many 
years, preserved, protected, and de-
fended this country through very able 
Defense budgets. Many times it was 
not so popular. But they have been 
there, and they have fought for them. 
And we now have the finest military 
the world has ever known. I salute 
them for it. We just have a disagree-
ment on this single matter. I think it 
is important or I would not raise it. 

I urge my colleagues to consider it. 
I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the senior 
Senator from Delaware, Mr. BIDEN, be 
added as a cosponsor to amendment 
No. 4827 to the fiscal year 2007 Defense 
appropriations bill that is already 
adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, there 
are 2 or 3 minutes before the vote, and 
I will take a brief minute to summarize 
this matter. 

The Secretary of Defense personally 
has written us and asked that we allow 
the Department to go forward with this 
conventional Trident missile capa-
bility saying: 

Failure to fund this program would delay a 
capability we need now to respond promptly 
and precisely to time-sensitive, high-value 
targets anywhere in the world. 

This has also been the subject of an 
op-ed by former Secretary of Defense 
Harold Brown, who served under 
Jimmy Carter, and former Secretary of 
Defense James Schlesinger, who served 
under Presidents Nixon and Ford and 
served in President Carter’s Cabinet 
also. They say we need this now. 

It would not deploy this system but 
would allow research and development, 
and requires, before any more than $30 
million is spent—before any more than 
$30 million is spent—that the Defense 
Department and the State Department 
must complete a study and present 
that to Congress before we go forward. 

We do not need to delay. If we wait 
another year or 2, we will allow an-
other year or 2 or 3 or 4 to go by with-
out the President having the capability 
within 30 minutes to hit any target on 
the globe with a nonnuclear weapon. 

The concern over misinterpretation 
of the missile launch intent has been 
dealt with openly and directly by the 
military. They have talked with for-
eign nations about it. We will make 
every effort to ensure that does not 
happen. And it, indeed, as I have ex-
plained earlier, should not be a prob-
lem, as these former Secretaries of De-
fense stated. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the question is on 
agreeing to the Sessions amendment. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS) 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 31, 
nays 67, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 227 Leg.] 

YEAS—31 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bunning 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 
Dole 

Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Frist 
Graham 
Hagel 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Martinez 

McConnell 
Nelson (NE) 
Sessions 
Specter 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Warner 

NAYS—67 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brownback 
Burns 
Burr 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Clinton 
Cochran 

Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inouye 

Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
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Nelson (FL) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 

Salazar 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 

Stabenow 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Voinovich 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Baucus Lieberman 

The amendment (No. 4844) was re-
jected. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if we 
can get order, I can inform the Sen-
ators of what I know of the schedule. 
The Senator from Arizona, Mr. KYL, 
has an amendment he wishes to dis-
cuss. It has been cleared on both sides. 
I understand he will take about 20 min-
utes. We have another managers’ pack-
age, and I will continue to work on 
packages. 

After Senator KYL has his amend-
ment adopted by a voice vote, we will 
turn to the amendment to be offered by 
Senator STABENOW, which I understand 
will take some time. I tell the Senate, 
after those two, I know of no other 
Senator who has asked to call up an 
amendment. 

If there is no amendment to be of-
fered and debated, I will move for third 
reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, everyone 
should know that we have cooperated 
on this bill every step of the way. 
There was no reason to do a motion to 
proceed to this. We allowed this to 
take place in spite of the fact that 
there were many other things going on 
taking the attention of the Senators. 

We have been very cooperative in of-
fering amendments. This is a bill that 
is very important to the country. I 
think they should allow us a little bit 
of time to determine what is in the bill 
and what should be in the bill. 

There are people who have amend-
ments to offer, and for my friend, the 
distinguished senior Senator from 
Alaska, to come here and threaten us 
that he is going to try to stop debate 
on this bill is not in keeping with the 
decorum of the Senate. 

We have amendments to offer. I have 
offered, starting this morning, that we 
come up with a list of finite amend-
ments and finish this bill in a reason-
able amount of time when we get back. 
We are not going to be able to finish 
this bill now. We have the so-called 
trifecta, we have the pensions program 
we have to deal with that affects 45 
million people directly, 145 million peo-
ple indirectly. 

In addition to that, we have these tax 
extenders. 

We, the Democrats, didn’t put us in 
this procedural quagmire. Had it not 
been for the distinguished Congress-
man from Tennessee, who said: We out-
foxed the Democrats—no Democrat was 
outfoxed. The American people haven’t 
been outfoxed. We didn’t put anyone in 
this position. We are here because of 
what the majority decided to do. 

Don’t give us the hustle on the De-
fense bill. We have been ready to move 

to this Defense bill for a long time. But 
we can’t do it because we are stuck on 
the road to legislative heaven the Re-
publicans have, which is the estate tax 
repeal. So don’t come here like I was 
born yesterday and tell me what you 
are going to do because I wasn’t born 
yesterday. 

We are ready to cooperate, and we 
have been, but don’t threaten my Sen-
ators that they are not going to be able 
to offer amendments. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, do I 
have the floor? I thought I had the 
floor. 

I am pleased to hear the distin-
guished minority leader mention this 
fact. Let’s be sure: Senator INOUYE and 
I have managed this bill now, one or 
the other of us, since 1981. We have 
never been on this floor longer than 3 
days for the Defense bill. All I said was 
I am going to move to third reading if 
no one is here to offer an amendment. 
I didn’t block anybody’s amendment. 
All it takes, if I do move to third read-
ing, all it takes is someone to ask for 
the floor or offer an amendment. 

Let me tell the Senate this, though: 
We know what is happening. When we 
get back, we will have other business 
that will come ahead of this bill. We 
have to get this bill passed and to the 
President before the end of this fiscal 
year. When the House comes back, we 
can’t get to conference if we don’t fin-
ish it tonight or tomorrow until about 
the third week of September, and it 
takes time to confer on a bill such as 
this. It takes a lot of time, staff time. 
It is an enormous bill now because we 
have added considerable moneys to it 
that the House hasn’t even considered. 

When we come back, this bill has to 
be to the President before September 
20. What the Senator is suggesting, as I 
understand it, is that we will take a 
couple days after we finish whatever is 
carried over from this session, if clo-
ture is voted tomorrow, and this bill 
goes back on the calendar; do you 
know that? It would take unanimous 
consent to call it back up. 

All I am saying is we manage this 
bill with the idea of protecting these 
people in uniform. Anyone can raise an 
amendment. I am prepared to stay all 
night tonight, all day tomorrow, all 
the next night. If you want to debate, 
debate. That is what we used to do in 
this society is be a debate society. It is 
not society. 

I take umbrage with the fact that the 
good Senator said I threatened him. I 
didn’t threaten anybody. I said I was 
going to offer a motion or make a re-
quest to go to third reading if no one 
has an amendment to debate. I say 
that again. It is not a threat; it is a 
promise, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want to 
get along with everybody. I really have 
tried. I came here this morning at 9:30, 
and I said: We are ready to vote on the 
big bill that cloture was filed on last 
night. I am ready to do that. We were 

ready to do that this morning. I want 
to finish the pensions bill. I want to do 
something on the extenders. That is 
where I hoped we would have been—to 
have completed all this. 

No one has to worry about moving 
this when we get back. We want this 
bill to be completed. We want it to be 
done right. No one questions the capa-
bility of Senator INOUYE and Senator 
STEVENS on the Defense appropriations 
bill. But we can see the light at the end 
of the tunnel. 

Hey, listen, some of my Senators are 
leaving. They don’t need to be here to 
vote on cloture. Some of them would 
like to be here to vote on cloture. What 
I suggest is we have a program to com-
plete the work around here. 

People have come to me—Democrats 
and Republicans—asking: What do you 
propose? I propose we vote on the so- 
called trifecta—I have another name 
for it—and do the pensions bill and try 
to get the extenders done. That is not 
easy lifting. That is a big project for 
us. And the Defense bill, I am sorry it 
was brought up when it was and it 
wasn’t done sooner. 

As I said, we have cooperated with 
this body. We intend to continue to do 
that. And if the distinguished Senator 
wants to stay here all night, then fine, 
that is fine, we will have a cloture vote 
in the morning. As everybody knows, 
after the cloture vote, there aren’t 
going to be a lot of people around here. 

I have agreed not for endless amend-
ments—we want to finish this bill—but 
that we have a list of finite amend-
ments. These two good managers—I 
know when we get to these amend-
ments, some of them will not be able to 
be taken, so to speak, and will be head-
ed to the dark hole of the conference. 
Some amendments will have to have 
votes, but not many. 

I said to the majority leader person-
ally, and I say here: We will finish this 
bill and take no more than 2 days when 
we get back. I am not going to agree on 
a time for final passage, but I told the 
distinguished majority leader that. We 
are not trying to do anything other 
than to just move along. 

There have been a few times—not 
often—I probably raised my voice a lit-
tle more than I should have. If I of-
fended anyone, I am sorry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, while we 
are all on the Senate floor, everyone 
knows the business we have before us 
before we begin our recess, and part, I 
think, of what we see rise here is we 
have a lot to do in a short period of 
time. All the business is very impor-
tant. Indeed, people have been very co-
operative. We were allowed to go to the 
Department of Defense appropriations 
bill by unanimous consent on Wednes-
day night or Tuesday—was it Tuesday 
night? We all agreed to go to the bill. 
We have had a good debate and a fair 
number of amendments. 

Now it is almost 7 o’clock and the 
business we need to do is the Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations. We do 
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have the trifecta bill which, as every-
body knows, by normal procedure will 
be tomorrow morning—we will agree 
upon a time, an hour after we come in, 
but we can agree to do that at 9:30. It 
is normal procedure. Then we do have 
to deal with pensions. We know how 
important it is to get that done before 
we leave. 

The Democratic leader mentioned 
trying to do something with extenders. 
I think we made good progress. We 
have some pending amendments. I 
wouldn’t put it out of the realm—but I 
would like to hear the Democratic 
leader’s response—if we worked hard 
for the next 4, 5 hours and really 
plowed through the amendments, that 
we could even finish the appropriations 
bill and tonight go to the trifecta bill, 
dispose of that—however the votes 
fall—and we all know that will be very 
close. Then immediately deal with the 
pensions bill tonight. Then we would 
have everything done. 

I know probably the response will be 
that there is no way to finish the De-
partment of Defense appropriations 
bill, given the long list of the amend-
ments we referred to, although if we 
did stay here and spend 5 hours, 6, 7 
hours or 3 hours, 4 hours and just 
plowed through the amendments and 
addressed them, finish that—this has 
to be done by unanimous consent—go 
to the trifecta bill, go to pensions, and 
then go home. 

I would be interested in the Demo-
cratic leader’s response. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have 
worked with my caucus and I have 
other Senators working with each Sen-
ator. We have done a number of hot-
lines to find out amendments that are 
pending. We have a number of amend-
ments that are pending. People feel 
very strongly about that. We are not 
going to finish the bill tonight. I guess 
if we worked all night, if that would be 
the choice, it would be by attrition. I 
think it is just a strange way to do 
business. 

I know people want to get the work 
done, but we have been willing to do 
this bill for a long time. I have been on 
the floor and talked about it: Why 
don’t we move to the Defense appro-
priations bill? 

We have spent all week on things, 
but it seems to me we should have been 
doing things other than estate tax re-
peal, which we have dealt with so many 
times. I have already given my speech 
on that. People know how I feel about 
that issue. 

I think we are being totally reason-
able. I am not telling the leader he has 
to file cloture on this bill. I am saying 
there are a lot of amendments. We have 
about 50 amendments on our side. We 
know that as time goes on they will be 
whittled down. These managers will ac-
cept some. The Republicans have 
amendments. 

I say with all due respect to my 
friend, the distinguished majority lead-
er—and I know his job is a lot harder 
than mine; I know that—we can’t fin-

ish the Defense bill tonight, as much as 
he wants to, and as much as the two 
distinguished managers want to. We 
just can’t do it. It just won’t happen. 

As I said, no one has to file cloture. 
I have told you—I say it here in front 
of all my colleagues—we will finish the 
bill in 2 days when we get back. I don’t 
think with all the turmoil going on 
around the world today involving our 
fighting men and women—I think it 
might not be a bad idea to have the 
break to find out where we need to go 
when we get back because things are 
moving very rapidly all over the world. 

Anyway, I don’t think we can do it, I 
say to the leader. I think we would be 
much better off finishing this bill in a 
couple days when we get back, and I 
think we will be more in tune to do it. 
We will finish it as is scheduled, as I in-
dicated to all my Senators here. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, while we 
are talking about it, we will be out for, 
I guess, 4 weeks and then Labor Day, 
and we will come back that Tuesday. 
Again, I haven’t talked with the chair-
man or ranking member, but does that 
mean we can finish it late Wednesday 
night; spend that Tuesday and Wednes-
day on it? 

Mr. REID. We come in Tuesday, work 
on the bill Tuesday, finish it Wednes-
day. It may be a late night, but we will 
finish. I told you 2 days, and all my 
Senators are here, and we will finish it 
in 2 days. 

Mr. FRIST. That just helps clarify so 
we know what we are working with. I 
know the chairman wants to make a 
comment. Right now the way things 
exist, because I filed cloture last night, 
we should say right now we will be vot-
ing at 9:30 tomorrow morning on 
trifecta. We still—and I don’t want to 
close that down—have the option, the 
opportunity of maybe doing it tonight. 
We can go back in the cloakroom and 
talk about what the schedule will be. 

I will turn to the chairman. I know 
he wants to make a comment, but let’s 
not close finishing tonight. It would 
have to be under a very tight agree-
ment of how we complete this Depart-
ment of Defense bill. This is an abso-
lutely critical bill for this country. 

I have heard very clearly—and the 
Democratic leader and I have been 
talking about it—if we had to put it off 
and if we can finish it late that 
Wednesday night is something we can 
consider. The chairman and ranking 
member need to think about that. It 
means we need to continue to work to-
night before we do the trifecta. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I don’t 
want to be disrespectful to anybody, 
and I consider every person—at least I 
consider every person on this floor my 
friend. I am old enough to know that I 
have outlived most of my enemies. 

As a practical matter—I don’t want 
to get a little maudlin about this, but 
these men and women overseas, they 
are not taking August off. They are not 
in a rush to get on an airplane. We 
could finish this bill. 

My notice of going to go to third 
reading if there were no amendments is 
normal. Filibusters started around this 
Senate when people didn’t want to go 
to third reading so they offered amend-
ment after amendment after amend-
ment so the leader could not take us to 
third reading. 

We developed a procedure, a family 
thing here now, that now we do it like 
Marcus of Queensbury rules. I remem-
ber being on this floor overnight for 
two and three nights in a row, and so 
does my friend from Hawaii. I don’t 
disagree with this procedure—it is a 
more humane procedure—but I do 
think we have a job to do, and the No. 
1 job to do is to get this Defense bill to 
the President before the fiscal year 
starts. 

Now, I understand we can get a com-
mitment that we will finish by Wednes-
day night. Wednesday night means we 
can’t get the papers to the House until 
Thursday or Friday, and it will be the 
next week before we confer, and then 
we will confer at least a week with the 
House, and that would be reasonable 
because both the House and Senate 
have other things to do than just con-
fer with each other. We are going to 
get back here with this bill sometime 
around I would say the 21st, and then 
guess what. Then we would probably go 
home—it is just before the election— 
and we probably wouldn’t get around 
to this bill because first we have to 
wait for the House to get it to us, as a 
matter of fact, because it is an appro-
priations bill. So we are looking at get-
ting this bill back sometime around 
the 26th or the 27th, if everything goes 
right—if everything goes right. 

I would prefer to have a time agree-
ment for Wednesday night and that we 
would vote at a time certain, but I will 
take our friend’s point of view and say: 
OK, we will commit as Senators that 
we will finish this vote on Wednesday 
night. I wish we could do a lot better. 
I think we are going to be criticized, 
every one of us, for deciding to go 
home rather than finish this bill. 

Now, I have heard a lot of rhetoric 
from the other side during this year. 
You have not had that kind of rhetoric 
from me so far this year, but if people 
want to keep it going, we can debate 
whether we should get this thing done 
and if we can get it done. I can guar-
antee you the Senator from Hawaii and 
I could finish this bill tonight if we had 
cooperation. There is not one amend-
ment I know of that will take all 
night—nothing in this bill requires 
something that would take all night. 

So again, I am not the leader. You 
two are leaders. You make up your 
minds. But I am going to be super crit-
ical of this Senate if this bill doesn’t go 
to the President in time to have this 
bill become law by the end of the fiscal 
year. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, let me 
just say, if the chairman and the rank-
ing member believe this bill can be fin-
ished tonight, even if it takes all night, 
we ought to finish it tonight. There is 
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no question in terms of the importance 
of this bill. If it looks as if that is im-
possible, which we have heard, then we 
should entertain the proposal put forth 
by the Democratic leader of finishing 
Wednesday night. But if there is any 
way we can finish, I think we should 
finish tonight. I think everybody would 
be willing to stay, as it is that impor-
tant to this country. 

Again, I just heard the chairman say-
ing we could finish it tonight. It is 
going to be hard, but if we stay here 
and literally stay on the floor and 
march through the amendments with 
the appropriate debate, then that is 
what we should do. I don’t think we 
need to make a decision right this sec-
ond because we can make it among 
ourselves when we are not before the 
American people. But if we can finish 
it, we should finish it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

Mr. REID. We all know the talent of 
the senior Senator from Alaska, a won-
derful man, and it is good that he 
hasn’t been upset with us recently. But 
where was my friend when we were 
spending all the time on gay marriage 
and other such things when we should 
have been working on this? 

We don’t run this place; the majority 
runs the Senate. We do our best to rep-
resent our constituents. But we don’t 
need to be told it is our fault the De-
fense appropriations bill is not going 
forward. We have been willing to work 
on the Defense appropriations bill, and 
I say as someone who has managed a 
lot of bills here on the floor, if we were 
attempting to stall, there are a lot of 
other ways of doing that. 

We had very short debates on these 
amendments. Any one of these amend-
ments, I say to the leader, could have 
taken all day, but we set reasonable 
times for our amendments and we 
voted on them. I think the record is 
very clear that we have tried to cooper-
ate. 

However, there is too much to do, 
and I think it is asking too much, espe-
cially when we look down the road. I 
talked to one of my friends on the 
other side of the aisle. If we don’t do 
this pensions bill, we have two airline 
companies that are going to dump 
their pensions. Everyone knows it is 
Delta and Northwest Airlines. They are 
in bankruptcy. They are going to dump 
those pensions, affecting tens of thou-
sands of people working for those two 
airlines. 

So no matter how strongly the Sen-
ator from Alaska feels about moving 
his bill forward, we have a lot of other 
things to do that are extremely impor-
tant also. We understand the impor-
tance of the fighting men and women 
in this country, and we have been stal-
warts in working with the majority in 
taking care of the Defense authoriza-
tion bill, which moved quite quickly, 
considering all of the other things we 
had to do at the time. 

So I say that we will continue plow-
ing through these amendments, but we 

won’t finish them, no matter if we stay 
here all night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I believe 
the various proposals are on the table 
in terms of how we might spend the 
next 24 hours. I will talk to the Demo-
cratic leader and we can talk to our 
colleagues. What I would suggest is 
that we turn the podium and the floor 
back over to the managers and we pro-
ceed with the amendments. I think we 
have a couple of amendments that are 
ready to go, and then we will have 
more to say about the schedule. 

As it exists right now, unless there is 
some other agreement, we will be vot-
ing on the Family Prosperity Act at 
around 9:30 in the morning, but we may 
come to some other agreement in our 
conversations, and we will continue to 
vote and keep plowing ahead on this 
particular bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4842 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask for the 

regular order, and I call up amendment 
No. 4842, and I ask unanimous consent 
that Senator ENSIGN be added as a co-
sponsor and indicate that I am ready to 
vote, and I do not call for a rollcall 
vote or the yeas and nays at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arizona will sus-
pend until we can hear from the Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, from 
what I understand, if the Senator 
would defer for a moment, we are 
checking one item pertaining to that 
amendment. 

I have another managers’ package, 
Mr. President. I will present it later. I 
thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President. 
I am not sure what the status is now. 
Is the regular order to take the vote on 
amendment No. 4842? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
amendment is pending. 

Mr. KYL. As I said, Mr. President, I 
am prepared to vote and will not call 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. STEVENS. I think someone 
should explain the amendment. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I am happy 
to explain this amendment. 

This amendment deals with royalty 
relief and requires that the Secretary 
of the Interior put a price threshold on 
any royalty relief in the future and 
confirms his authority to have done so 
in the past. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
told it has been cleared by leadership 
on both sides, and under the cir-
cumstances I would ask for a voice 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4842) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider that action. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 4767, 4867, AS MODIFIED, 4757, 

AND 4868, EN BLOC 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if the 

Senator from Michigan would allow me 
to, I will present a managers’ package 
including amendment No. 4767, for Sen-
ator SESSIONS, regarding body armor; 
amendment No. 4867, as modified, for 
Senator BYRD, regarding Camp Perry; 
amendment No. 4757, for Senator 
SANTORUM, regarding electromagnetic 
guns; and amendment No. 4868, for Sen-
ator CLINTON, regarding families of the 
Guard and Reserve. 

I send these amendments to the desk, 
having been cleared on both sides, and 
I ask unanimous consent that these 
amendments be considered en bloc, 
agreed to en bloc, and that the motions 
to reconsider be laid upon the table en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments were agreed to, as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 4767 
(Purpose: To make available from Research, 

Development, Test and Evaluation, Army, 
up to $1,000,000 for Thermoplastic Com-
posite Body Armor research) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to $1,000,000 may 
be available for Program Element 0602105A 
for Thermoplastic Composite Body Armor 
research. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4867, AS MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To provide that, of the amount ap-

propriated or otherwise made available by 
title II for the Army National Guard for 
operation and maintenance, up to $7,500,000 
may be available to renovate and repair 
existing barracks at Camp Perry, Port 
Clinton, Ohio) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title II under 
the heading ‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD’’, up to $7,500,000 may 
be available to renovate and repair existing 
barracks at Camp Perry, Port Clinton, Ohio. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4757 
(Purpose: To make available from Research, 

Development, Test and Evaluation, Army, 
up to $3,000,000 for Advanced Switching and 
Cooling Concepts for Electromagnetic Gun 
Applications) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title IV under 
the heading ‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST 
AND EVALUATION, ARMY’’, up to $3,000,000 may 
be available for Weapons and Munitions Ad-
vanced Technology (PE #603004A) for Ad-
vanced Switching and Cooling Concepts for 
Electromagnetic Gun Applications. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4868 
On page ll, between lines ll and ll, 

insert the following: 
SEC. ll. Of the amount appropriated by 

title ll under the heading ‘‘Operation- 
Maintenance Defense-Wide’’, up to $6,000,000 
may be used for community-based programs 
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that provide mental health and readjustment 
assistance to members of the National Guard 
and Reserve and their families on their re-
turn from deployment. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for allowing me to 
go ahead. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALLEN). The Senator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4875 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of myself, Senator REED of Rhode 
Island, Senator REID of Nevada, Sen-
ator LEAHY, and Senator LEVIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Ms. T
tabenow], for herself, Mr. REID, Mr. REED, 
Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. LEVIN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4875. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 4875 

(Purpose: To increase by $200,000,000 the 
amount appropriated or otherwise made 
available by title IX for the purpose of sup-
plying needed humanitarian assistance to 
the innocent Lebanese and Israeli civilians 
who have been affected by the hostilities 
between Hezbollah and the Government of 
Israel) 
On page 238, after line 24, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 9012. (a) The amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by this title is 
hereby increased by $200,000,000. 

(b) Of the amount appropriated or other-
wise made available by this title, as in-
creased by subsection (a), $200,000,000 may be 
made available for humanitarian assistance, 
including food, water, cooking fuel, shelter, 
medicine, and other assistance, for the inno-
cent Lebanese and Israeli civilians who have 
been affected by the hostilities between 
Hezbollah and the Government of Israel. 

(c) The amount made available under sub-
section (a) is designated as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 402 of S. Con. 
Res. 83 (109th Congress), the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 2007, as 
made applicable in the Senate by section 7035 
of Public Law 109–234. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer an amendment to 
provide $200 million for humanitarian 
assistance to the innocent Lebanese 
and Israeli citizens who have been 
caught in the hostilities between 
Hezbollah and Israel. The last 3 weeks 
have brought horrific bloodshed on 
both sides of the Israeli and Lebanese 
border. The Secretary of State has 
pledged $30 million in humanitarian 
aid. That is a good first step, but con-
sidering the extent of the humani-
tarian suffering in both Lebanon and 
Israel, it certainly is not enough. 

On July 25, the U.S. Ambassador to 
Lebanon, Jeffrey Feltman, declared a 
humanitarian emergency in Lebanon, 
and since that time the situation for 
innocent people has worsened. The vio-
lence affects mothers and fathers and 

sisters and brothers and children and 
whole communities on both sides who 
need our assistance. Many innocent 
Americans from both sides of the 
Israeli-Lebanon border have fled back 
to Michigan and to other places in the 
country to escape the violence. 

Thousands of people from Michigan, 
including buses of schoolchildren who 
went to Israel for a trip and thousands 
of people who went to Lebanon for 
summer vacation, for weddings, for fu-
nerals, for the ability to visit grandpa 
and grandma to have them see the new 
grandchildren, and family members 
who are sharing with each other during 
the summer, as we all do, found them-
selves caught in a situation that was 
certainly unexpected when Hezbollah 
attacked Israel. Many citizens have 
been able to escape the violence, but 
unfortunately some have been too poor 
to relocate or frankly don’t want to 
leave their homes. Too many innocent 
people, families with elderly relatives, 
small children, have had a horrific 
front row seat to this conflict. 

The Lebanese Government estimates 
there are 841 dead as of today, 3,243 in-
jured, and over 700,000 Lebanese civil-
ians—one-quarter of the population of 
the country—have been displaced inter-
nally or to other countries. The stories 
of innocent citizens have weighed heav-
ily on me, and I believe we must do 
something to help them. I know my 
colleagues feel that way as well. 

In Israel, it is the same. There are 51 
dead, and more than 300 civilians have 
been wounded by rocket attacks. More 
than 500,000 Israeli citizens are spend-
ing a significant amount of time in 
bomb shelters, their children terrified, 
with families trying to console each 
other in constant fear, terrorized by 
Hezbollah rockets. 

I believe, and I hope my colleagues 
will agree, that the U.S. Government 
must assert its leadership at this crit-
ical point in time. It must assert its 
leadership to stop the violence as soon 
as possible. We must also make it clear 
that we will step forward as a country 
to provide humanitarian aid at this 
critical time. So many people from 
these two countries have friends and 
relatives here in America who are des-
perately concerned about what is hap-
pening, who are asking us in America 
to step up and to help. 

Time is really of the essence. This is 
a critical time to both send the dollars 
and send a message that we in Amer-
ica, with big hearts, are willing to 
reach out and make a difference in 
terms of humanitarian aid that is need-
ed at this critical time. I hope my col-
leagues will join with me in supporting 
this amendment. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator from 
Michigan yield for a question? 

Ms. STABENOW. I will be happy to. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I say 

through the Chair, I commend the Sen-
ator from Michigan. I know she has a 
substantial Lebanese population in her 
State. We have a substantial Lebanese 
population as well. They are fine peo-

ple, good people, who have made a suc-
cess here in America, proud of their 
heritage in Lebanon. They are fol-
lowing every day, every minute the 
news that is coming back that reminds 
us of the suffering that is taking place 
both in Israel and in Lebanon. 

I am glad the Senator from Michigan 
has addressed this issue. I would like to 
ask the Senator this. I have prepared a 
bill, with Senator SUNUNU and Senator 
FEINGOLD as cosponsors, which address-
es another aspect of this issue. There 
are many Lebanese who are currently 
visiting in the United States or study-
ing in the United States here legally on 
visas, whose visas may expire at any 
time—tomorrow or in the next week or 
month. Many of them are concerned 
about being forced to return to a war 
zone, being asked to return to a place 
that may be dangerous. 

We know we evacuated American 
citizens out of Lebanon for fear for 
their own safety and warned the others 
not to stay. We know many other coun-
tries did the same. 

I ask the Senator from Michigan, in 
addition to her excellent amendment 
relative to humanitarian assistance for 
those both in Lebanon and Israel, does 
she feel this temporary protected sta-
tus which we would offer on a tem-
porary basis should be expedited as 
well so these visitors will have a 
chance, if they want, to stay in the 
United States in a safe place until the 
hostilities have ended? 

Ms. STABENOW. I thank my friend 
and our leader from Illinois, and I com-
mend him for this legislation. In fact, I 
am proud to lend my name to the legis-
lation. I hope we move urgently to let 
people know that they will not be re-
quired to go home to a place where we 
have been evacuating thousands and 
thousands of people, sending ships in to 
evacuate Americans. 

I must say, we have had over 25,000 
people from Michigan alone. We have 
seen over 13,000 come back. Those who 
are still there are desperately con-
cerned about their family members, 
not being able to hear from them. 
Often there is no phone, no computer. 
So the idea of sending people here back 
into that violence makes absolutely no 
sense. 

I commend the Senator. I hope part 
of what we would do before we leave is 
to make it clear that we would not ask 
those innocent people to return to a 
war zone. 

Mr. DURBIN. If the Senator will fur-
ther yield for a question through the 
Chair, I am sure the Senator is aware 
that we have done this before. When 
people are visiting in the United States 
and hostilities break out in their 
homeland, we have offered them a 
chance to stay here on a temporary 
basis. 

I might add, there are safeguards 
built into this process. If there is any-
one about whom we have a question as 
to whether or not they are safe to re-
main in the United States, they will 
not receive this temporary status. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:19 Aug 04, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A03AU6.038 S03AUPT1hm
oo

re
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
68

 w
ith

 H
M

S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8715 August 3, 2006 
That goes without saying. We want to 
make certain that the people who re-
main here are truly those innocent 
travelers—students, members of fami-
lies—who are concerned about whether 
returning home could endanger them 
or people who are here. 

I ask the Senator from Michigan, if 
we are in a predicament where a family 
is here visiting their relatives in Chi-
cago or Detroit and they have small 
children and they are from one of the 
parts of southern Lebanon that has 
been under fire, does it not stand to 
reason that we as a compassionate peo-
ple would say to them: You can wait. 
Stay with your family. We are not 
going to force you to leave. We have 
done this in the past, and I hope the 
Senator from Michigan believes, as I 
do, that it is reasonable to do it under 
these circumstances. 

Ms. STABENOW. I say to my friend 
from Illinois, I could not agree more. 
When you talk about people who come 
to visit, I think about the group of 
families and children I met with on 
Saturday who actually came home 
from Lebanon—escaped, essentially— 
but were talking about their family 
members who are here. Bint Jbeil— 
that is the town in southern Lebanon 
where they identified a Hezbollah 
stronghold—is also a place that 15,000 
people in Michigan call their home-
town. People have come to visit in the 
summer, to do the things that we all 
do: to go to the family wedding, to 
visit grandpa and grandma; as older 
citizens, coming to visit the grand-
children. There are all kinds of fami-
lies who come back and forth all the 
time. That we would have people that 
are here be forced to go back to a war 
zone is really unthinkable. 

I commend again our distinguished 
Senator from Illinois for his leader-
ship, focusing on this issue which is so 
critical. I hope we would in fact bring 
that bill before the Senate for a vote or 
seek unanimous consent before we 
leave. It is absolutely critical. 

I hope, again, we are going to make 
it clear that for those, whether they 
are in Lebanon or Israel, who have 
found themselves without any prior 
warning to be in a situation where they 
are innocently caught in the violence 
that has occurred, we, as Americans, 
need to do what we know how to do, 
which is to reach out and to help and 
be a part of a worldwide humanitarian 
effort. We need to address those 
issues—whether it is food, clothing, 
shelter, crucial issues to so many peo-
ple, tens of thousands of people, prob-
ably hundreds of thousands, who find 
themselves in a situation where they 
are looking around for someone to help 
them. 

America needs to be an important 
leader in lending our support. I am 
hopeful this amendment of $200 million 
will be included as an emergency 
spending category in this legislation. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be added as a co-
sponsor to the pending amendment by 
the Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Ms. STABENOW. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. DURBIN. I would like to finish 
the comments I made about this tem-
porary protected status so the record is 
clear for colleagues who are following 
this important debate—and particu-
larly our Lebanese-American friends 
who are watching this, I am sure, with 
great interest, because of the efforts of 
the Senator from Michigan—I would 
like to put in the RECORD at this point 
that in 1990, Congress enacted the Tem-
porary Protected Status Statute. It 
grants that for 1 year nationals from 
El Salvador who were residing in the 
United States the right to stay. That 
was done of course because of hos-
tilities. 

After that, the Attorney General, ad-
ministratively, in consultation with 
the State Department, granted this as 
well to residents from the following 
countries: Kuwait, Rwanda, Lebanon— 
this was during the period from 1991 to 
March of 1993—Kosovo, the provinces of 
Serbia, Bosnia, and Herzegovina, and 
Angola and Sierra Leon. 

I might also say to the Senator from 
Michigan, what we are hoping to add, 
as a separate bill that might pass inde-
pendently or be part of this bill, is con-
sistent with what we are currently 
doing. We have offered this temporary 
relief from deportation or temporary 
protected status to those who are from 
the countries of Burundi, El Salvador, 
Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua, Somalia, 
and Sudan. 

The reason I raise these issues is I 
want all my colleagues to know what 
we are suggesting is entirely consistent 
with the values of previous administra-
tions of both political parties. It is an 
act of compassion and humani-
tarianism which I think reflects well 
on the United States, as does the 
amendment by the Senator from 
Michigan. 

This may not be in the form of a 
question—it might not qualify for 
‘‘Jeopardy’’—but I say to her: I com-
mend her for her humanitarian assist-
ance, and I hope she will join us in 
helping to pass the other amendment 
as a separate issue. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Ms. STABENOW. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I want to join, as the 

ranking member of the Immigration 
and Refugee Committee, in support of 
what the Senator from Illinois has 
stated. The idea of temporary status 
has been longstanding. We have ex-
tended it in circumstances which do 
not even compare to the conditions 
that we have seen now in Lebanon. So 
I have joined being a cosponsor of that 
amendment. 

It can be done administratively, as 
the Senator from Illinois and others 
have pointed out. We certainly wel-
come that. If you look back in the his-

tory of that, you will find that legisla-
tion in a number of instances was in-
troduced and then the administration 
moved, and moved rapidly, when it was 
brought to their attention. That cer-
tainly ought to be done now in the 
most expeditious way. 

Second, I welcome the opportunity to 
join the Senator on the humanitarian 
aid and assistance. We had an oppor-
tunity to talk to the representatives of 
the NGOs on several different occasions 
over the period of these past days, as 
well as with the representatives of the 
Israeli Government. There is a process 
now to try to extend humanitarian aid 
and assistance—both from the point of 
view of the Israeli Government but also 
in support of U.N. agencies and non-
governmental agencies. 

There are supplies that are in the 
area that need to get through. I think 
that needs focus and attention and sup-
port by all of the interested parties. 
But what we are basically talking 
about with the Defense appropriations 
is hopefully there will be a meaningful 
cease-fire that will take place. What 
the Senator from Michigan is talking 
about now is to reflect the concern for 
Lebanon and what has happened to 
that country, reflecting the fact that 
we here ought to extend humanitarian 
aid and assistance. 

I commend her. I think this makes a 
great deal of sense. I hope the amend-
ment will be accepted. 

Ms. STABENOW. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. President, and I thank my 
colleague from Massachusetts very 
much, let me also just say when it 
comes to the temporary protected sta-
tus, the legislation the Senator from 
Illinois has spoken about, I would add 
one more occasion recently in which 
we moved in this direction. 

On another piece of legislation, Sen-
ator LEVIN and I offered an amendment 
that was accepted by this Senate to ad-
dress the concerns of those from Iraq 
who are in the Chaldean community, 
who are Christians in Iraq, who are 
truly the true minority religious com-
munity in Iraq, and concerns that 
those who are here, who are Chaldeans, 
do not have to be returned now that 
Saddam Hussein is no longer in power 
because they in fact continue to find 
themselves in a situation of religious 
persecution. 

So we have passed that in another 
bill, supported by colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle, which continues the 
whole premise of making sure that 
while those who are here on a tem-
porary legal status would not be re-
quired to return if, in fact, their lives 
are in jeopardy; if we are putting them 
back into a danger zone. 

I wholeheartedly agree and appre-
ciate what the Senator from Illinois 
has done. 

I once again ask colleagues—I see my 
friend from New Hampshire on the 
floor so I will bring this to a close. I 
am hopeful that we will come together 
and that we could unanimously move 
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forward in this effort to provide hu-
manitarian assistance to those in Leb-
anon and in Israel who are innocent 
citizens, caught in the middle of the vi-
olence that has occurred. 

Many, many people have suffered. I 
hope we will send a strong message 
that we will stand with those who are 
working very hard to bring humani-
tarian assistance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
LANDRIEU of Louisiana be added as a 
cosponsor of amendment No. 2724. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I very 
much appreciate what the Senator 
from Michigan is trying to do with the 
amendment. We have seen vivid images 
on television that depict the impact 
and destruction of the infrastructure— 
bridges, powerplants, the airport in 
Beirut, and, of course, the huge civilian 
toll that has been taken in Lebanon. 

We all understand there is going to 
be a real need, and an immediate need, 
for humanitarian assistance. The State 
Department has taken steps to provide 
resources and assistance both in fund-
ing and material in the pipeline. But 
there is no question that additional 
funding is going to be needed in order 
to help the Government of Lebanon 
and the people of Lebanon rebuild and 
establish normalcy once again, in addi-
tion to all the assistance and work 
that will be done to ensure not just a 
strong government but compliance 
with U.N. resolutions, the demilitariza-
tion of Hezbollah, which is going to be 
so important to that country. 

The Senator from Michigan, the Sen-
ator from Illinois, and others have also 
worked with the State Department to 
ensure that there are humanitarian 
corridors available to get assistance to 
those towns and villages in southern 
Lebanon that have been most heavily 
hit in terms of civilian casualties. 

We need resources and funding. We 
need material, but we also need those 
humanitarian corridors. 

I want to specifically speak a little 
bit about the protective status legisla-
tion that I cosponsored with Senator 
DURBIN and others. This is essential to 
send the right message to the Lebanese 
people and to the world that we are not 
going to send immigrants back into a 
war zone simply because their immi-
gration status has changed. This is a 
temporary measure but an absolutely 
crucial one. It is the right thing to do 
while the fighting in southern Lebanon 
rages on. 

We have funding needs, we have 
needs for humanitarian corridors, we 
have needs for protective status. All of 
these are essential if we are going to 
put Lebanon on the path to a peaceful 
resolution to their situation. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the bi-
lateral assistance account has $4 bil-

lion in it. The Economic Support Fund 
has $12 billion in it. I am talking about 
in the fiscal year we are in right now. 
There is no shown need for additional 
moneys to assist the State Depart-
ment. The State Department has an 
enormous amount of funds set aside for 
such cases. It has an international dis-
aster and famine assistance account, 
the emergency refugees and migration 
assistance account. We have no reports 
at all that the administration and all 
of the people involved in all of these 
activities have run out of money. Even 
if they did, if they are close to that, 
the foreign assistance bill will be be-
fore us in September that deals with 
these various sums. 

The Stabenow amendment causes the 
bill to violate its 302(b) allocation by 
providing $200 million, if the emer-
gency designation is not removed. 

This is a rule XVI problem. This is 
not authorized. There are specific ac-
counts already authorized, as I have 
said. There is existing for this fiscal 
year alone $6 billion involved in the 
area which could provide assistance. 

I raise a point of order that this vio-
lates rule XVI. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Alaska if he would 
join us in working through those ac-
counts to make sure that the dollars 
are, in fact, available. We understand 
that an amount has been identified of 
possibly $300 million needed, at least 
by the State Department. It is my un-
derstanding about $100 million has been 
pledged by other countries, leaving a 
$200 million gap. 

I ask the chairman if he would work 
with myself and others who care deeply 
about this to identify specific funds to 
be able to go toward this desperately 
needed humanitarian effort. 

Mr. STEVENS. I would be happy to 
author along with the Senator a sense- 
of-the-Senate resolution that the ad-
ministration should proceed as rapidly 
as possible to use the funds which are 
in existence now and, if they are not 
sufficient, to submit a request for 
those funds. 

I am not against the funds, but I be-
lieve that bill is coming along. The Ap-
propriations Committee is coming 
along. It has a substantial amount of 
money in it this year. I don’t see the 
need to add it to this bill. 

If this amendment were agreed to, it 
would mean that we would have to con-
fer with even another committee when 
we get back in September in order to 
satisfy the necessity to get a con-
ference report to the President in time. 

I reluctantly raised this point of 
order. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Michigan to 
provide $200 million in emergency hu-
manitarian and reconstruction aid to 

Lebanese and Israeli civilians affected 
by the conflict between Hezbollah and 
Israel. 

I commend Senator STABENOW for 
this amendment. If this conflict and 
the terrible loss of innocent lives and 
destruction of civilian infrastructure 
in Lebanon and Israel had occurred 
three months ago when we were debat-
ing the fiscal year 2006 emergency sup-
plemental, there would have been no 
question that we would have included 
this aid. 

To date, the U.S. Government has 
pledged $30 million in humanitarian 
aid to Lebanon. While welcome, this is 
only a tiny fraction of what is needed. 

Over 900,000 Lebanese citizens—one in 
five—have fled their homes and are ei-
ther displaced in Lebanon, living in 
schools and public buildings, or are ref-
ugees in Syria. Estimates are that 
200,000 people are in immediate need of 
humanitarian aid including food, 
water, fuel, shelter and medical care. 

Basic goods are in short supply and 
hospitals in the south of Lebanon are 
facing electricity and water shortages. 
Just getting access to people who are 
in the greatest need has been a difficult 
challenge for relief organizations. 

The United Nations and the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross 
have been doing their best to evacuate 
people and deliver medical supplies, 
shelter materials, and food to affected 
people in southern Lebanon. 

Current estimates are that at least 
$300 million will be needed in the next 
3 months to meet their basic needs. 

The international community has 
pledged assistance, but if past practice 
is any indicator, pledges often do not 
turn into actual contributions. 

This additional $200 million in hu-
manitarian and reconstruction aid 
would demonstrate the commitment of 
the United States to help the innocent 
victims on both sides of this conflict. 

The funds should be used by USAID’s 
Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance 
and the State Department’s Bureau of 
Population, Refugees and Migration, 
which have already depleted much of 
their available funds and without this 
amendment will be forced to rob funds 
that are needed to respond to other hu-
manitarian disasters—in Darfur, the 
Horn of Africa, and elsewhere. 

I thank the Senator from Michigan 
for offering this amendment and urge 
its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4863 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 

call up my amendment, which is at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. The assistant legisla-
tive clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. MENEN-
DEZ] proposes an amendment numbered 4863. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To make available from Operation 
and Maintenance, Navy, up to an addi-
tional $3,000,000 to fund improvements to 
physical security at Navy recruiting sta-
tions and to improve data security) 
At the end of title VIII, add the following: 
SEC. 8109. Of the amount appropriated or 

otherwise made available by title II under 
the heading ‘‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, 
NAVY’’, up to $3,000,000 may be available to 
the Navy to fund improvements to physical 
security at Navy recruiting stations and to 
improve data security. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, this 
amendment is in response to some 
breaches in our security as they relate 
to critical information about recruits 
that we are seeking in the Armed Serv-
ices of the United States. 

In May of this year, we learned about 
the security breach at the Veterans’ 
Administration that jeopardized the 
personnel records of 26.5 million of our 
Nation’s veterans. Fortunately, the 
stolen laptop that contained this infor-
mation was recovered, but we know 
this is not an isolated incident. 

In June of this year, nearly 28,000 
Navy sailors and their family members 
had their information compromised 
when it was posted on a Web site. In-
formation, including their names, So-
cial Security numbers, and birth dates 
was on line for anyone to see and use 
for any nefarious purpose. Millions of 
people had access to the most sensitive 
personal information, and the long- 
term damage that it may have caused 
cannot be measured. 

But the security failures don’t end 
there. Just last week, we learned that 
in my home State of New Jersey, two 
laptop computers were stolen from 
Navy officers. These computers con-
tained the personal information of 
some 31,000 Navy recruiters and appli-
cants. The theft jeopardized poten-
tially the security of thousands of New 
Jerseyans, including high school stu-
dents who were actively being re-
cruited. 

Our country has some very strict 
laws to protect minors, but all of these 
efforts are meaningless if criminals can 
easily get their hands on the names 
and personal information of our young 
people by simply snatching a laptop. 

Senator LAUTENBERG and I wrote a 
letter to the Secretary of the Navy re-
questing a full accounting on how the 
theft occurred and the action the Navy 
has taken in response. The Navy came 
to my office and briefed us about where 
they are in this process. They are hav-
ing a full investigation. But during the 
course of that discussion, it became 
rather clear to me that, in fact, they 
need assistance in trying to improve 
the physical security at these Navy re-
cruiting stations, and also to improve 
data security. 

In view of what we learned during the 
course of these discussions, we come to 
the Senate floor because we believe 
that this is something that is incred-
ibly important. If you are going to re-
cruit people from our communities and 
say come join the Armed Services of 

the United States, in this case the 
Navy, and we ask for critical informa-
tion from them as they make a deci-
sion to join, or to be considered and to 
be further recruited, we want people to 
have confidence that the critical infor-
mation they give about themselves— 
Social Security number, birth date, 
and other critical information—is ulti-
mately secure, that they can feel se-
cure that the information will be se-
cure. 

It is very important when we see 
these breaches that have taken place 
to, in fact, move forward in a way that 
helps us give people a sense of satisfac-
tion that when they go to a recruiting 
entity, regardless of which branch of 
the service it is, that, in fact, the infor-
mation they give will be secure. 

We know identity theft jeopardizes 
one’s financial future, personal safety, 
and constitutional right to privacy, 
and allowing it to happen to men and 
women who seek to serve in our mili-
tary is absolutely unacceptable. 

We believe our amendment, which 
basically makes available from the op-
eration and maintenance of the Navy, 
up to an additional $3 million to fund 
improvements to physical security at 
Navy recruiting stations and to im-
prove data security is, in fact, criti-
cally important. We specifically note 
the Navy because it was in June and 
July of this year that we have seen two 
breaches of security. 

I think it is important to ensure that 
at a time in which we are already pret-
ty dramatically stretched in terms of 
the Armed Forces of the United States, 
and we are asking Americans to con-
sider joining the services, we are going 
to provide them a guarantee that their 
personal information, critical personal 
information, does not become public 
information, information that can ulti-
mately dramatically affect them. 

This amendment basically would 
move in the direction of trying to en-
sure that these Navy recruiting sites 
where this information is often kept— 
because it is the first source of where 
the recruiting goes on between, in this 
case, the Navy and those in the com-
munities in which the stations find 
themselves—can be secure so that we 
do not experience what we experienced 
in New Jersey last week. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 

prepared to accept the amendment. If 
the Senator wants the yeas and nays, 
he is entitled to them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator withdraw the request? 

Mr. REID. No. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is now a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I think 

we have to have some time to notify 
people when the vote is going to take 
place. I ask the cloakrooms to tell us 
what time to have this amendment 
voted on. 

There have been 114 amendments 
filed on this bill so far. We have taken 

care of five of them in the managers’ 
packages and several of them in the 
form of colloquies that have satisfied 
the issue raised by the amendments. 
Seven have been voted on or have been 
withdrawn because of a point of order 
under rule XVI. 

I believe we have about 20 active 
amendments still pending before us. 

I still say it is possible that we could 
finish tonight, if we wanted to. It is a 
leadership decision. I am not the lead-
er. If the leaders make the decision 
that we will not finish tonight, that is 
fine for me. But for now, we are pre-
pared to accept this amendment. I have 
no debate against it. 

I ask that the rollcall commence at 
any time the leader says it should be. 
I would say we ought to have at least 
10 minutes of debate before we vote on 
it. I know some people are having din-
ner and will have to come back. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
vote commence at 8 o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the only 
thing I ask is that the distinguished 
manager of the bill amend his consent 
to indicate there will be no second-de-
gree amendments in order prior to the 
vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I agree to that, and I 
make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Have the yeas and 
nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Any other pending 
amendments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The only 
amendment pending is 4863, the Menen-
dez amendment, which is, under the 
previous order, to be voted on at 8 
o’clock. 

The hour of 8 p.m. having arrived, 
under the previous order, the question 
is on agreeing to the Menendez amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-

ators were necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI) 
and the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
LOTT). 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS) 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 96, 
nays 0, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 228 Leg.] 

YEAS—96 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Burr 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
Dayton 
DeMint 
DeWine 
Dodd 

Dole 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McCain 

McConnell 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Baucus 
Domenici 

Lieberman 
Lott 

The amendment (No. 4863) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote and to lay that motion on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

WASTE MANAGEMENT ON MILITARY BASES 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I request 

to engage Senator ALEXANDER in a col-
loquy about the costs and methods of 
managing waste on military bases. I 
ask my friend if he shares my conclu-
sion that it would be prudent for the 
Department of Defense to consider a 
variety of options when dealing with 
municipal solid waste on military 
bases. Waste removal currently con-
sumes significant sums of defense 
spending, and significant cost savings 
from improved waste management 
could be applied to critical defense 
needs. Military bases on islands, where 
waste is usually removed by barge, suf-
fer acute cost and space challenges. 

New technologies are giving the De-
partment of Defense better waste man-
agement options on military bases and 
creating new choices to re-use and re-
cycle waste. Currently there is a devel-
opment project under consideration at 
Fort Campbell that uses a continuous 
flow process that recycles 90 percent of 
municipal solid waste (MSW) without 
any separation prior to processing. In 
fact, testing at Fort Campbell in 2001 
and Fort Benning 2002 demonstrated 
the feasibility of the technology and 
that the process and products made 
from the derivative from this waste 
processing technique were safe and 
highly effective as a soil application at 
DoD test and training ranges. It is my 
hope that the Department of Defense 
will consider this process of managing 
municipal solid waste as it looks to 
streamline its operational costs. Does 

my friend from Tennessee agree with 
this assessment that the Department 
of Defense should consider this as an 
option for waste management? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank my friend 
from Tennessee and agree that the De-
partment of Defense should consider all 
options when managing municipal 
waste on military bases and facilities. 
The waste management testing that 
my colleague from Tennessee ref-
erences suggests that waste manage-
ment costs for military bases can be re-
duced over the long term and that 
landfill space needs can be greatly re-
duced. The technology in question ad-
dresses two major needs faced by our 
military bases. 

First, all bases produce large 
amounts of municipal solid waste, 
which is sent to a declining number of 
landfills. Executive Order 13101 directs 
the Department of Defense to develop 
targets for landfill diversion and di-
rects the Department of Defense, along 
with other Federal agencies, to take 
the lead in pollution prevention efforts. 

The second need is military test and 
training ranges, which are often se-
verely depleted of vegetation. The re-
sulting soil erosion and increase of 
dust in the air impairs our ability to 
rapidly train military forces at these 
facilities, and the application of steri-
lized, processed waste to vegetation de-
pleted training grounds can reduce ero-
sion and airborne dust. This tech-
nology could solve both problems, and 
I agree with my friend from Tennessee 
that this process should be considered 
by the Department of Defense when ex-
amining base waste management and 
overall facilities operations. 

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE FOR 
RESEARCH AND EDUCATION 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Senator 
FEINSTEIN and I would like to thank 
the Senator from Alaska and the Sen-
ator from Hawaii for their outstanding 
leadership on this bill and especially 
for their dedication to ensuring that 
our Nation’s combat-wounded service 
members receive the best possible serv-
ices and care. 

I would like to ask both Senators to 
work with us during conference nego-
tiations in support of funding for the 
Northern California Institute of Re-
search and Education, NCIRE. 

This funding will support the work of 
the Neuroscience Center of Excellence 
at the San Francisco Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center—a state-of-the-art fa-
cility dedicated to the diagnosis, pre-
vention, and management of 
neurodegenerative diseases, brain and 
spinal cord injuries, and 
neuropsychiatric disorders such as 
post-traumatic stress disorder, PTSD, 
that occur in U.S. warfighters. 

I had the privilege of recently vis-
iting NCIRE. Let me tell you, the work 
they are doing is cutting-edge and ab-
solutely vital to our Nation’s 
warfighters and veterans. They are de-
veloping new ways to diagnose and 
treat PTSD in an effort to ensure that 
our more recent veterans do not share 

the same fate as so many of those from 
earlier conflicts, including Vietnam. I 
had the honor of meeting a Vietnam 
veteran during my visit to NCIRE who 
told me that he just got his life back 
because of NCIRE’s work. This is a 
man who served his country and came 
back to spend much of his time jobless, 
homeless, and without hope. NCIRE is 
working to make sure that our Iraq 
and Afghanistan veterans do not share 
the same fate. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I share my home 
State colleague’s support for the great 
work the Northern California Institute 
for Research and Education is doing on 
behalf of our veterans. NCIRE was 
founded in 1988 to administer research 
at the San Francisco VA Medical Cen-
ter. It is the largest of over 90 non-
profit research institutes associated 
with the VA. It is also designated as a 
Department of Defense Center of Excel-
lence in Neuroscience and 
Neuroimaging for its work benefiting 
our more recent veterans, including 
gulf war illness, post-traumatic stress 
disorder, neurotrauma and closed-head 
injury resulting from combat. 

The Neuroscience Center of Excel-
lence is the VA’s premier research in-
strument for neurodegenerative dis-
eases and brings together VA and De-
fense resources to conduct medical re-
search in the areas most important for 
our active military and veterans. Re-
search in neuroimaging, neuropsychia-
try and basic neuroscience is targeted 
at diagnosis, prevention and manage-
ment of neurodegenerative diseases, 
brain and spinal cord injuries, and 
neuropsychiatric disorders such as 
post-traumatic stress disorder. 

In the near future, NCIRE will be 
working to enhance high-resolution 
imaging strategies to predict and pre-
vent combat-related damage to the 
brain and the nervous system, expand 
neuropsychiatric studies into PTSD, 
and understanding of vulnerabilities to 
PTSD and its effect on combat per-
formance. 

I would note that the House version 
of this bill provides $4 million for the 
Neuroscience Center of Excellence’s re-
search in neuroimaging and 
neuropsychiatric trauma in U.S. 
warfighters. I understand the chair-
man’s concern about the growth of 
health research spending in this bill, 
but would point out that this facility is 
designated as a DoD Center of Excel-
lence. 

I look forward to working with 
Chairman STEVENS and Senator INOUYE 
as we go to conference. It is my hope 
that we can work together to support 
this important funding provided in the 
House version of this bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. I share my col-
leagues’ interest in ensuring that our 
active military and veterans receive 
the best health care possible. I am 
hapy to work with them as we move 
this legislation through conference. 

Mr. INOUYE. I concur with the chair-
man. The Senators have my commit-
ment that I will work with them on 
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this important funding during con-
ference negotiations. 

KC–135 TANKER REPLACEMENT PROGRAM 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak on the subject of the 
Air Force’s KC–135 Tanker Replace-
ment Program. Like my colleagues, 
one of my top priorities is to keep our 
Nation safe, and I am working to en-
sure that our servicemembers have the 
best equipment possible. Our Air Force 
has a fleet of aging refueling tankers 
that are currently experiencing prob-
lems. I simply do not believe we can 
wait 35 years to replace them. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I agree 
with the senior Senator from Alabama. 
Our warfighters need air refueling 
tankers to ensure that the United 
States can keep both our military and 
humanitarian commitments abroad. It 
is critical that our armed forces have 
the equipment to respond quickly and 
in force. However, the Defense Sub-
committee’s allocation was $9 billion 
less than the President’s budget. Tough 
choices had to be made. The Tanker 
Replacement Program was deemed to 
have sufficient funds from previous 
years, given the schedule delays that 
will impact fiscal year 2007. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, as we 
move towards conference on the fiscal 
year 2007 Defense appropriations and 
authorization bills, it has come to my 
attention that the authorizers and ap-
propriators may be receiving differing 
information regarding the necessity for 
funding in fiscal year 2007. I have a let-
ter from the Air Force’s Deputy for 
Budget dated August 2, 2006, stating 
that the Air Force needs a minimum of 
$70 million in research, development, 
test & evaluation funds for fiscal year 
2007 in addition to the funds remaining 
in the tanker transfer fund. I want to 
make certain that both the Armed 
Services Committee and Defense Sub-
committee on Appropriations are re-
ceiving identical funding information 
from the Air Force. To that end, I am 
committed to working with my col-
leagues to ensure that we are all re-
ceiving the same information and have 
the same understanding of the needs 
for this program to move forward. 

Further, Mr. President, while I un-
derstand that the subcommittee’s rec-
ommendation to reduce funding was 
based upon their belief that there are 
sufficient funds remaining in fiscal 
year 2005 and 2006 to support systems 
development and demonstration, the 
Air Force has stated that they would 
need at least $70 million in fiscal year 
2007 to move forward and award a con-
tract in 2007. I greatly appreciate 
Chairman STEVENS’ assistance with 
this program and look forward to con-
tinuing to work with him to replace 
our aging tanker fleet. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I whole- 
heartedly agree with my colleague 
from Alabama that it is essential that 
we all have the same understanding of 
the requirements for this program. In 
March 2006, the Air Force indicated 
that, among other things, tanker re-

placement monies in fiscal year 2007 
would be ‘‘early to need.’’ Thus, by the 
Air Force’s own estimate, there is no 
need for additional funds for fiscal year 
2007. I do support the Department of 
Defense’s interest in recapitalizing its 
fleet of aging tankers. However, we 
need to ensure that the Air Force is 
committed to full and open competi-
tion on the program. To protect tax-
payers’ interests and national security, 
the Air Force must exercise a competi-
tion that is straightforward and tradi-
tional. In particular, the Air Force 
should rigorously follow an acquisition 
process based on established legal and 
regulatory guidelines, specifically set-
ting aside any factors from its procure-
ment evaluation that may improperly 
eliminate competition before bids are 
actually submitted. Our Armed Forces 
need the best tanker solution possible, 
and that means that any source with a 
reliable, high quality product that can 
provide aerial refueling services in a 
timely and cost-effective fashion, 
should be considered. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleagues from Alas-
ka and Arizona. 

VACCINE HEALTH CARE CENTERS 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thank 

the chairman and ranking member for 
taking the time to discuss an issue 
that is very important to me and to 
the well-being of our military per-
sonnel. 

As both of you well know, the mili-
tary today relies on vaccines as an ele-
ment of force protection. In order to 
keep our military healthy and to pro-
tect against biological threats, we re-
quire personnel to be vaccinated. These 
vaccines are generally considered to be 
‘‘safe’’, but they are still drugs that are 
put into the body. As such, there are 
always a small number of personnel 
that have adverse reactions. 

These personnel are our responsi-
bility. While serving their Nation, they 
are required to take these vaccina-
tions. If they are made ill by that re-
quirement, we must give them the best 
possible care, just as we do for those 
who lose a limb serving the Nation. 

In 2001, Congress recognized that we 
needed to develop specific expertise for 
treating these rare and complicated 
cases and created the vaccine health 
care centers. Last year, the vaccine 
health care centers treated 708 per-
sonnel. That is a caseload increase of 83 
percent since they began operations in 
2001. 

Today, the centers are unique in the 
Nation for their expertise in adult vac-
cinations and adverse reactions to 
them. They are a critical component of 
force protection, assuring our military 
personnel that if they become ill from 
a mandatory vaccination, they will get 
adequate care. 

Mr. STEVENS. I want to thank my 
colleague for again raising this impor-
tant issue. He has been a consistent ad-
vocate of our need to care for those in-
jured by mandatory vaccines. The vac-
cine health care centers are a vital 

component in regular force protection. 
The centers help military medical pro-
viders administer vaccines in the most 
effective and safe manner and they pro-
vide expert care for that small number 
of personnel who have complicated ad-
verse reactions. 

Mr. BIDEN. I want to also thank my 
colleague for including $2 million spe-
cifically for the vaccine health care 
centers in the fiscal year 2007 Defense 
appropriations bill. I believe it was the 
committee’s intent, in a difficult budg-
et year, to show their support for keep-
ing the centers intact pending the GAO 
report expected in mid-fiscal year 2007. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes. In the past, the 
centers have been funded with supple-
mental funds. Last year we provided a 
portion of the funding in the regular 
budget and sought to show our support 
again this year. We understand that in 
the past, the Army has used supple-
mental funds to help cover the annual 
operating costs of all the centers, 
which is approximately $6 million. This 
year, we sought to provide some assist-
ance by designating a portion of the 
regular budget in fiscal year 2007, $2 
million, for the vaccine health care 
centers. It is not meant to be a cap on 
what can and should be spent. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank my colleague. It 
was also my understanding, based on 
discussions during consideration of the 
last supplemental in the spring, that 
the military was fully committed to re-
taining the complete capabilities of the 
vaccine health care centers in their 
current form pending the completion of 
the GAO report. 

As my friend knows, Congress would 
also like to see a plan from the Depart-
ment of Defense for meeting this need. 
On this year’s Defense authorization 
bill, the Senate agreed unanimous to 
my amendment prohibiting the re-
structuring or downsizing of the cur-
rent vaccine health care centers until 
the Department provides Congress with 
a report outlining their plans to meet 
the needs of our military personnel for 
pre- and post-vaccination care over the 
next decade. 

Mr. STEVENS. Again, I agree with 
my colleague. I understand the Depart-
ment of the Army has covered the 
costs of operating all these centers, 
even though some are located on Air 
Force and Navy installations. It is my 
hope that the Assistant Secretary for 
Health Affairs for the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense can provide that plan 
and look at how to support and main-
tain the vaccine health care centers in 
a joint setting. It was the committee’s 
understanding that these centers would 
be fully funded and kept intact pending 
the report from GAO. 

Mr. BIDEN. I would ask both of my 
friends if they are committed to ensur-
ing that happens? 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes. 
Mr. INOUYE. Yes. 
Mr. BIDEN. I thank my colleagues 

for their assistance. I hope that next 
year we will have a comprehensive and 
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useful GAO report and a DOD report 
that will help us ensure that we are 
meeting the unique force protection 
needs created by mandatory vaccina-
tions in the best possible way. Until 
then, I greatly appreciate their com-
mitment to ensuring that we do not 
lose the capabilities that have been es-
tablished to date and are regularly uti-
lized by our military personnel. 

FUNDS FOR IMPROVING POLYGRAPHS 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I engage 

my colleague the distinguished chair-
man of the Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee in a short colloquy to 
clarify the intended use of funds pro-
vided in the fiscal year 2007 Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations bills. 

Mr. STEVENS. I would be glad to en-
gage in a colloquy with my friend the 
distinguished senior Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the cur-
rent standard in polygraph use is woe-
fully inadequate. Last year’s Defense 
appropriations bill included funding for 
a project that would improve the use of 
polygraphs within the Department of 
Defense. The project will ultimately 
benefit all institutions that use poly-
graphs to assure security. The project 
research will lead to the polygraph be-
coming a fully standardized, machine 
administered, scientifically based test, 
thus getting rid of the flaws that are 
inherent in the current use of poly-
graphs. Boise State University in my 
home State of Idaho is well qualified to 
do this research and develop the stand-
ardized technology. It is my hope that 
the funds that were appropriated in fis-
cal year 2006 will be made available 
soon and that the funds in the fiscal 
year 2007 Senate defense appropriations 
bill will be available to continue the 
work that will begin with last year’s 
appropriation. Is it the expectation of 
the distinguished Chairman of the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee 
that the Department of Defense make 
last year’s funds available as soon as 
possible to assure that this important 
research goes forward and that fiscal 
year 2007 funds be used to continue this 
important work? 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator raises a 
valid concern. It is this chairman’s ex-
pectation that the funds provided by 
our subcommittee in last year’s bill be 
made available quickly by the Depart-
ment of Defense and that this impor-
tant research be conducted in an expe-
dient manner. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank my colleague 
from Alaska for clarifying this point 
and for his interest in this issue. 

LUPUS 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I wish 

to speak about lupus, a chronic and 
devastating autoimmune disease which 
affects a growing number of military 
personnel, their family members, and 
veterans. I would like to have this dis-
ease included in the Department of De-
fense Peer Reviewed Medical Research 
Program. I am glad to see my friend 
Chairman STEVENS is on the floor to 
discuss this issue with me. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to discuss 
this program with the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. For the past 2 years, 
Congress has included lupus as one of 
the diseases eligible for research fund-
ing through this highly regarded DOD 
program. This program has proven ef-
fective in filling essential gaps in re-
search efforts funded by private indus-
try and other public sources. 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from 
New York is correct. This disease has 
been listed in the program by the Con-
gress for priority consideration. 

Mr. SCHUMER. This disease pre-
dominantly affects women and African 
Americans, which are a growing demo-
graphic in today’s military. This de-
bilitating disease damages vital organs 
and can cause disability or even death. 
Despite its prevalence and seriousness, 
lupus is notoriously difficult to diag-
nose, and no new treatments have been 
developed in more than 25 years. 

Chairman STEVENS, because of the 
expert research that is conducted in 
this area through the Peer Reviewed 
Medical Research Program, I hope you 
agree, and support adding lupus to the 
list of diseases eligible for funding 
under the DOD Peer Reviewed Medical 
Research Program. 

Mr. STEVENS. I assure the Senator 
from New York I will do everything I 
can in conference to add this disease to 
the peer reviewed medical research list 
for consideration by the Department of 
Defense. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the chairman 
for his commitment. 

TISSUE ENGINEERING RESEARCH 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

wish to engage in a brief colloquy with 
the distinguished chairman of the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee re-
garding innovative research being used 
to treat our soldiers. 

Tissue engineers in the U.S. are ap-
plying principles of biology and engi-
neering to grow human replacement 
tissue for virtually every part of the 
human body—tissues that will replace 
those damaged by disease or injury. 
Recently, enormous national attention 
was focused on the creation of fully 
functioning tissue-engineered blad-
ders—bladders grown in the laboratory 
and implanted in children with spina 
bifida. One day, tissue engineering may 
eliminate the need for organ transplan-
tation. In the near term, this exciting 
field of biomedicine has developed sev-
eral products for immediate use, some 
of which have important implications 
for wounded military personnel. 

Novel biological scaffolds for wound 
treatment are being developed to 
eliminate the need for skin grafts. The 
work is based upon extensive prelimi-
nary research that shows biologic scaf-
folds from extracellular matrix—a 
component of virtually every tissue— 
can promote tissue growth that very 
closely resembles tissue regeneration. 
The scaffolds, called urinary bladder 
matrix, or UMB, have two ‘‘layers’’: a 
membrane surface upon which skin 

cells may grow and differentiate quite 
readily and a lower surface that may 
integrate well into the underlying 
wound bed. This UBM scaffold rep-
resents new hope for soldiers who have 
a need for skin grafts. 

A significant amount of this work is 
being done at the Pittsburgh Tissue 
Engineering Initiative’s Soldier Treat-
ment and Regeneration Consortium, 
STRaC. The potential benefits of this 
research are boundless, and I am proud 
to have consistently supported STRaC 
and its mission. I thank the distin-
guished Chairman for his past support 
of this research. 

As part of this initiative, scientists 
are working to develop a tissue-engi-
neered ear utilizing a patient’s own 
cells to grow a replacement ear for one 
severely damaged in combat in Iraq. In 
the first phase of this 12-month project 
a small biopsy of healthy tissue will be 
taken and, using known techniques, 
scientists will isolate cells and from 
them millions of additional cells will 
be grown in the lab. A specially modi-
fied scaffold prepared from an FDA-ap-
proved implant will be ‘‘seeded’’ with 
these cells. After biocompatibility and 
long-term durability of this implant 
are established in an animal model, a 
biopsy will be taken from a soldier cur-
rently awaiting treatment at Brooke 
Army Medical Center in San Antonio. 
Cartilage and skin cells will be used to 
create a patient-specific ear replace-
ment. These techniques are expected to 
be useful in replacement therapies for 
numerous other body parts for our sol-
diers returning from Iraq and Afghani-
stan. 

Mr. President, I will ask unanimous 
consent that a letter be printed in the 
RECORD from COL John Holcomb, Com-
mander of the U.S. Army Institute of 
Surgical Research at Fort Sam Hous-
ton, TX, that expresses his views on 
this line of research. Colonel Hol-
comb’s facility is the primary receiv-
ing site for all significantly burned 
casualties from the war in Iraq. He 
stipulates that integrating the oppor-
tunities currently underway in regen-
erative medicine are important for 
both short- and long-term advances for 
military medical research and clinical 
care. 

Mr. President, I ask the distin-
guished chairman of the Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee to com-
ment on the research that I have de-
scribed and which the Army has been 
using to the benefit of our men and 
women returning from Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the re-
search the Senator from Pennsylvania 
is describing is exactly the reason that 
the committee provided $45 million for 
the Peer Reviewed Medical Research 
Program. We need to get innovative 
treatments to our men and women in 
uniform as quickly as possible. I urge 
the Department to give the tissue engi-
neering research proposal described by 
the Senator from Pennsylvania full and 
fair consideration. 
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Mr. SANTORUM. I ask unanimous 

consent that the letter to which I re-
ferred be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, U.S. 
ARMY INSTITUTE OF SURGICAL RE-
SEARCH, 

Fort Sam Houston, TX, July 24, 2006. 
Dr. ALAN RUSSELL, 
Director, Institute for Regenerative Medicine, 

University of Pittsburgh School of Medicine 
Pittsburgh, PA. 

DEAR DR. RUSSELL: I am writing to share 
with you our continuing interests in your 
work on Regenerative Medicine. I am the 
Commander of the US Army Institute of Sur-
gical Research at Fort Sam Houston, Texas 
and the Army Surgeons General Trauma 
Consultant. I have been in Iraq 8 times since 
the war started and my facility is the pri-
mary receiving site for all significantly 
burned casualties from the war. Our experi-
ences have convinced us that partnering 
with your world-class research programs and 
integrating the opportunities currently un-
derway in regenerative medicine are impor-
tant for both short and long term advances 
for military medical research and clinical 
care. 

Areas of particular interest for us continue 
to be hemostasis, resuscitation, bone tissue 
injury) soft tissue injury, trauma 
informatics and clinical trauma research. 
These six areas all focus on saving soldiers’ 
lives and returning them back to duty as 
soon as possible. Collaboration with you con-
tinues to help us in our medical mission to 
serve these soldiers. 

I sincerely look forward to our continuing 
this important partnership and using the 
technologies available today and in the fu-
ture so we can meet these increasingly com-
plex challenges to better serve our 
warfighters. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN B. HOLCOMB, 

Colonel, U.S. Army, 
Chief, Trauma Divi-
sion, Trauma Con-
sultant for the Sur-
geon General Com-
manding. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment that calls for a Pentagon 
report on several aspects of the assist-
ance we provide to the widows and chil-
dren of our fallen soldiers. In his sec-
ond inaugural address, President Lin-
coln said, ‘‘let us strive on to finish the 
work we are in, to bind up the nation’s 
wounds, to care for him who shall have 
borne the battle and for his widow, and 
his orphan.’’ That simple, eloquent 
phrase has become the motto of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, but it 
certainly applies to programs run by 
the Department of Defense as well. 
Today we are considering the bill that 
funds the Department of Defense, in-
cluding the offices that provide bene-
fits to the survivors of our servicemen 
and servicewomen killed in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 

I have recently seen and heard about 
enough instances of wives who are hav-
ing problems getting the survivor bene-
fits they should be getting, of delays in 
implementing a new health care ben-
efit for the children of servicemembers 
who died on active duty, and similar 
problems that I think the Congress 

should hear from the Pentagon about 
them. In 18 months the regulations for 
this new health care program are not 
finished. That is costing a widow 
money or it is keeping her children 
from the health care they need. Or 
both. I would like to hear from the 
Pentagon what is taking so long. 

A number of problems and delays I 
have heard or read of in the various 
benefit programs may be attributable 
to a simple lack of enough personnel to 
process forms, take calls, and get pay-
ments out. I want to hear from the 
Pentagon if there are enough people on 
board to get this important job done so 
that the families of our fallen soldiers 
do not suffer any more hardship than 
they already must. 

I do commend the Defense Depart-
ment for setting up a new call center 
that is designed to help survivors navi-
gate the process through which they 
sign up for and receive these various 
benefits. I also want to know how 
that’s working. For these reasons I am 
introducing an amendment that asks 
the Secretary of Defense to report back 
to Congress on these questions. It is 
fine for us to establish benefit pro-
grams but just as important to keep an 
eye on them and make sure they work, 
and without delays. I hope this amend-
ment will be adopted, and I ask my col-
leagues for their support. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to discuss the Kennedy 
amendment, which passed the Senate 
earlier today by unanimous consent. 
This amendment would require that 
the Director of National Intelligence 
submit to Congress a new National In-
telligence Estimate on Iraq’s security 
situation. At the outset, I would note 
that Senators ROBERTS and STEVENS 
should both be applauded for their ef-
forts to improve the original Kennedy 
amendment. 

That said, I would like to make clear 
my understanding of the Kennedy 
amendment, as modified. I believe that 
the Kennedy amendment, if enacted, 
should be interpreted to mean that the 
intelligence community should under-
take an objective analysis of the situa-
tion in Iraq. The original Kennedy 
amendment included questions that ap-
peared to drive toward predetermined 
answers, thus potentially distorting 
the intelligence value of the report. I 
believe the administration should take 
notice of the changes that were made 
to the original Kennedy amendment 
language and recognize that these 
changes, which moved the amendment 
toward requesting information in a 
more objective manner, were the rea-
son the amendment was able to pass by 
unanimous consent. 

I share the majority leader’s concern 
that those in the intelligence commu-
nity should take the time they need to 
conduct a dispassionate analysis of the 
Iraq situation and not be swayed by the 
political context within which this 
amendment was initially offered. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate is considering 

the Defense Department appropriations 
bill. As many of my colleagues have 
noted, this bill provides essential fund-
ing for the men and women in uniform 
who are serving bravely around the 
world. It provides a well-deserved 2.2 
percent across-the-board pay raise for 
our military personnel, along with 
funding money to help equip and resup-
ply our military, which has been 
strained to the breaking point by the 
war in Iraq. 

Before I discuss what I believe are 
the broader implications of this bill, I 
would like to express my sincere grati-
tude to the men and women in uniform 
and their families, who are bearing the 
heaviest burden of our Nation’s mili-
tary operations around the world. The 
brave men and women who make up 
our military are serving in desolate, 
harsh, and too often deadly conditions 
throughout the world, and their profes-
sionalism, dedication, and honor are 
appreciated by all of us in this body. 

I specifically commend the men and 
women of Wisconsin who are currently 
serving, or have served, in the mili-
tary. Wisconsin has lost 58 of its sons 
and daughters in Iraq, and 4 in Afghan-
istan. I am proud of the service and ac-
complishments of the citizens of my 
State and am grateful for their con-
tributions to our country. 

The greatest tribute we could pay to 
the men and women of the Armed 
Forces, however, would be to create a 
national security policy that addresses 
the most serious threats to our coun-
try, and that makes all of us more se-
cure. Unfortunately, the administra-
tion has failed to provide such a pol-
icy—in fact, its Iraq policy has actu-
ally undermined our national secu-
rity—and this appropriations bill fails 
to put things right. While this bill pro-
vides necessary and valuable support 
for our military and their families, this 
bill does not address the fundamental 
fact that members of the military are 
being asked to put their lives on the 
line in Iraq for a policy that has not 
succeeded, has very little chance of 
succeeding, and does not appear to 
have any end in sight. And let’s not 
forget that the American taxpayer is 
footing the enormous and growing bill 
for this unsuccessful policy. 

Much of the funding in the bill is as-
sociated with the fallout of this admin-
istration’s failed policy in Iraq, and 
with a military that has been strained 
by the current pace of operations in 
Iraq, to the point where it has a dimin-
ished readiness level to respond to 
other crises. And we have no shortage 
of other potential crises these days. 

For anyone following developments 
in Iraq, it is abundantly clear that this 
administration is pursuing a flawed 
and damaging strategy there. It is 
clear that the presence of 130,000 U.S. 
military personnel in Iraq is not con-
tributing to political stability in Iraq 
or quelling sectarian violence; that the 
administration has failed to articulate 
a policy or strategy for establishing 
long-term stability in Iraq; and that 
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the administration failed to take into 
account what an unending and dev-
astating commitment in Iraq could do 
to our military capability and to our 
national security. 

Sectarian violence is on the rise. Se-
curity is not getting better in Iraq. The 
United Nations has reported that an 
average of 100 civilians were killed per 
day in June. The U.N. just released a 
report suggesting that over 6,000 civil-
ians have died over the past 2 months. 
And the administration seems unable 
to settle on an appropriate strategy to 
address these worsening conditions. 
Just 2 months ago General Casey came 
to Washington to discuss the signifi-
cant drawdown of U.S. troops from 
Iraq. Now, just a few weeks later, troop 
deployments are being extended be-
yond a year, and we are no closer to 
helping Iraqis establish stability in 
their country than we were over a year 
ago. 

It is clear that our current approach 
in Iraq is not going to establish sta-
bility in Iraq. We need a new strategy— 
a political and economic strategy— 
that will help establish long-term sta-
bility in Iraq. Perpetuating the mas-
sive presence of U.S. forces in Iraq is 
not the answer. We need a new strategy 
in Iraq so that we can repair our mili-
tary and strengthen our national secu-
rity. Anything short of a change in 
course will ensure more of the same. 

It is also clear that the war in Iraq is 
having a negative—and dramatic—ef-
fect on our military’s capability and 
readiness levels. Because of the heavy 
usage of military equipment in Iraq, 
the Army National Guard’s 34 brigades 
are not combat-ready, and it will be no 
easy task getting our physical capacity 
back up to full strength. 

While I applaud the efforts of Sen-
ators DODD and REED of Rhode Island 
to include in this bill sufficient ‘‘reset’’ 
funds for the U.S. Army and Marine 
Corps, I think it is imperative to re-
member that this is a war of choice. 
This is a war that this administration 
designed and pressed on the American 
people as ‘‘urgent.’’ This is a war that 
was based on false pretenses, launched 
with poor planning, and implemented 
without any concept whatsoever of how 
significant the drain on our national 
resources would be. This is a war that 
the administration chose the ‘‘time 
and place’’ for but that now cannot 
seem to end. And now, after years, it is 
apparent that stability cannot be won 
militarily. The costs we are incurring 
in Iraq are devastating, they are end-
less, and they are not advancing our 
national interests—particularly when 
our military is losing its capacity to 
respond to future threats globally and 
to defend our country from the ter-
rorist networks that attacked us on 9/ 
11. 

I would like to quote the Army Chief 
of Staff, General Peter Schoomaker, 
who testified in front of the House in 
June. He painted a dire picture of our 
military’s equipment in Iraq: 

This sustained strategic demand has placed 
a tremendous strain on the Army’s people 

and equipment which have been employed in 
the harsh operating environments of Iraq 
and Afghanistan. In Operation Iraqi Free-
dom, for example, crews are driving tanks in 
excess of 4,000 miles a year—five times more 
than the programmed annual usage rate of 
800 miles. Army helicopters are experiencing 
usage rates roughly two to three times pro-
grammed rates. Our truck fleet is experi-
encing some of the most pronounced prob-
lems of excessive wear, operating at five to 
six times programmed rates. 

This testimony highlights not only 
the physical strain that military oper-
ations in Iraq are having on our mili-
tary capability but also the strain on 
our readiness to deal with the serious 
threats to our national security around 
the world. We were ill prepared for our 
operations in Iraq, and now Iraq is 
making us ill prepared to respond to 
other crises. 

Lieutenant General Blum, head of 
the National Guard, also painted a dire 
picture yesterday when he noted that 
three-quarters of the National Guard 
are not ready for combat. A significant 
portion of our Special Forces personnel 
are deployed to Iraq, and there is no 
doubt about the draining effect that 
operations in Iraq are having on the 
rest of our government. 

This is a major concern. While this 
bill includes some important funds to 
help restore readiness levels, we are 
not addressing the root causes of what 
is placing such a strain and limitation 
on our military. 

With that said, I would like to shift 
to the very work—reconstruction—that 
was originally designed to help develop 
a sound political and economic infra-
structure in Iraq and, as the adminis-
tration has consistently repeated, help 
set the ‘‘conditions for success.’’ Unfor-
tunately, there isn’t much to report. 

Reconstruction efforts in Iraq are 
troubled. The SIGIR released a new 
quarterly report this week on U.S. re-
construction efforts in Iraq, and it is 
clear that, after billions of taxpayer 
dollars have been spent, major obsta-
cles remain. SIGIR has concluded that 
large unforeseen security costs, mas-
sive corruption within the Iraqi Gov-
ernment, administrative overhead, and 
waste have crippled original recon-
struction strategies and have pre-
vented the completion of up to half of 
the work originally called for in crit-
ical sectors such as water, power, and 
electricity. 

It is also troubling that the recent 
SIGIR report suggests that there still 
is no strategy for transitioning the re-
sponsibility for reconstruction efforts 
in Iraq from the United States to the 
Iraqi Government. Reconstruction ef-
forts in Iraq have been dominated for 
more than 3 years by U.S. funding and 
companies, and now as it comes time 
to transfer the responsibility and man-
agement of reconstruction efforts to 
the Iraqis, it has become clear that 
Iraqis don’t have the capacity to com-
plete the many projects left unfinished. 

Most troubling, in my mind, is the 
fact that the GAO has recently re-
ported that there does not currently 

exist a strategy that links reconstruc-
tion efforts to broader political and 
strategic goals in Iraq. I am not sure 
how we will achieve any goals in Iraq if 
we don’t have a sense of how recon-
struction efforts, political efforts, and 
security efforts fit together. Given that 
stability in Iraq will only come 
through political and economic 
progress, it is troubling to know that 
no strategy exists to link any of this 
together. 

While this bill doesn’t address recon-
struction funding, it is clear that un-
less there is a comprehensive strategy 
to bring these efforts together, secu-
rity conditions in Iraq won’t get bet-
ter. This has a direct impact on the 
troops currently in Iraq, which in turn 
has a direct impact on our national se-
curity. 

Mr. President, our ongoing military 
presence in Iraq is hurting our national 
security. It is putting a tremendous 
strain on our military itself and it is 
limiting our capacity to deal with 
other crises around the world, includ-
ing Lebanon, Iran, North Korea, Soma-
lia, and Afghanistan. 

We need a drastic change of course in 
Iraq. We need to redeploy our troops so 
that we can focus on these very real 
threats to our national security, and 
on al-Qaida and its allies. We need a 
strong military, and we also need a 
strong national security strategy that 
honors the men and women in uniform 
who serve our country selflessly 
around the world. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I rise to speak about amend-
ment No. 4783 which has been filed and 
accepted into this bill. 

I would like to thank my colleagues, 
Chairman STEVENS and Ranking Mem-
ber INOUYE, for agreeing to accept this 
amendment and for their management 
of this bill which is so critical to fund-
ing the needs of those who serve our 
country. 

When our service men and women, 
fighting so bravely in the face of such 
grave danger, go into battle, they 
should have all the resources and tech-
nology they need to not only get the 
job done but come home healthy and 
safely to their families. 

This is why I was dismayed to learn 
that our troops in Iraq and Afghanistan 
are not equipped with the medical ban-
dages they need to stop heavy bleeding 
from potentially fatal wounds. These 
hemostatic agents—which are small 
enough to be easily carried by all sol-
diers—can literally save lives. 

Unfortunately, those supplies are 
being stockpiled in medical units and 
soldiers are writing home to their 
friends and families to say that they 
need these bandages on the front lines. 

Take a moment to think about that. 
Imagine a mother or father, sitting in 
their living room, scared stiff every 
day that they might not see their son 
or daughter alive again, reading a let-
ter begging them to send bandages so 
their son or daughter can take care of 
themselves if they are hurt. 
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We need to do better because sending 

these men and women into harm’s way 
without the medical equipment they 
need is simply unacceptable. 

Hemostatic agents are chemical com-
pounds that have been tested and prov-
en to help save soldiers’ lives by form-
ing powerful clots which halt blood loss 
so a wounded soldier has a better 
chance of getting to an operating 
room. 

Stopping rapid blood loss from a 
wound is critically important because, 
according to the American Red Cross, 
half of all military deaths on the bat-
tlefield are a result of excessive blood 
loss. 

Distribution problems can be no ex-
cuse. We must ensure that every single 
soldier has at least one of these ban-
dages or packets with them at all 
times. And, of course, the medical 
units should have as many as they see 
fit. 

Mr. President, it is more than obvi-
ous that our men and women who are 
risking their lives should have access 
to any and all life saving items, such as 
these hemostatic agents. 

A group on Long Island called Ja-
cob’s Light Foundation has taken mat-
ters into its own hands and is raising 
money to buy these bandages and pack-
ets to send them directly to soldiers. I 
am grateful for their efforts, but the 
bottom line is, this is the military’s re-
sponsibility, not the families’. 

Families who have already sacrificed 
so much should not have to dip into 
their own pockets to ensure their chil-
dren survive an attack. 

That is why when we debated the De-
partment of Defense Authorization bill 
a few weeks ago, we added language to 
ensure that there are plenty of the ban-
dages to go around. 

My amendment on this bill, which I 
am proud to note that Senators COLE-
MAN and CLINTON have joined me on, 
will ensure that sufficient funds are 
available during the fiscal year to 
make that happen. It provides $11 mil-
lion to purchase these hemostatic 
agents and get them to our troops on 
the front lines. 

Mr. President, we have the means to 
prevent unnecessary deaths on the bat-
tlefield instead, we are nickel and 
diming our troops. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, Lonnie 
Stubblefield is 17, a recent graduate of 
Macon County High School in Lafay-
ette, TN. He enjoys Sudoku puzzles and 

brainteasers—he likes to challenge 
himself. He doesn’t look the part, but 
he’s in the Army now. 

Zach Khan is 38, a small business 
owner and an insurance agent. He 
wanted to do something meaningful in 
life. He was looking for something with 
plenty of future opportunities, great 
benefits, and maybe even a little pres-
tige. He’s in the Army now. 

Linda Yanez is 19, a first generation 
American with Mexican roots who calls 
herself ‘‘a small-town girl from the 
woods.’’ She was looking for a way to 
make ‘‘a difference somewhere to 
someone.’’ She’s in the Army now. 

Jesse Alexander is also 19, a 2003 grad 
of Maplewood High in Nashville, TN. 
He’s a student majoring in education 
at Tennessee State University, and 
works part-time as a security guard. 
He’s earnest, self-disciplined—and he’s 
in the Army now. 

Why do I mention Lonnie, Zach, 
Linda, and Jesse? Because they have 
something in common. Each walked 
into a local recruiting office in the 
Volunteer State—Tennessee—and 
joined America’s Volunteer Army. 

I cannot tell you how very proud I 
am of them. 

Soon, they will join the ranks of the 
many thousands of Tennesseans al-
ready risking their lives—day-in and 
day-out—to defend our freedom. Cur-
rently, roughly 14,000 Tennesseans 
serve in the National Guard. 

Across the globe, in more than 130 
countries, some 247,000 troops and civil-
ians are on the frontline. Every day, 
they are risking their lives to defend 
our freedom—and the freedom of the 
people in whose countries they are sta-
tioned. 

No one would have guessed, almost 5 
years ago, now, that we would be free 
from having suffered another major 
terrorist attack on our soil. We have 
been extraordinarily fortunate. 

And we have been safe because our 
brave fellow Americans are putting 
their lives on the line to protect this 
country. 

Our troops provide us an invaluable 
service—fighting daily to defend our 
priceless ideals. These are young Amer-
icans—men and women who have never 
seen the world. Yet they have the pride 
and the courage—and most impor-
tantly, the faith—to join our military 
and become our bravest defenders. 

Mr. President, we owe our troops a 
debt of honor. For their invaluable 

service, we owe them the very best re-
sources. And as U.S. Senators, it’s our 
responsibility to provide those re-
sources to them. 

That is why the bill before us today— 
the Defense Appropriations bill—is so 
very important. It provides our soldiers 
with the resources, training, tech-
nology, equipment, and authorities 
they need to win the global war on ter-
ror. 

From cutting edge technologies to 
personnel protection systems—the 
spending bill keeps our military strong 
so that our men and women in uniform 
can keep America safe. 

The bill provides nearly $470 billion 
in resources for the Department of De-
fense—funding key readiness programs 
critical to combating terrorism and en-
hancing homeland defense. 

It includes an additional $55 billion 
in emergency funding for operations in 
Iraq and Afghanistan—that is, oper-
ations related to the global war on ter-
ror. 

And it contains provisions aimed at 
improving the quality of life of our 
service members—including a 2.2 per-
cent across-the-board pay raise for all 
military personnel. 

I am confident that the bill before us 
today will enable our troops to con-
tinue anticipating and meeting the 
challenges and threats of tomorrow— 
while maintaining high levels of readi-
ness today. 

Our brave men and women place 
their lives at grave risk when they vol-
unteer to join our military and become 
our Nation’s defenders at the frontline. 
We owe them nothing less than first- 
class training, the latest in modern 
technology and equipment, and quality 
infrastructure. 

Senators STEVENS and INOUYE have 
worked hard to ensure that the bill be-
fore us now delivers the funding for the 
cutting edge resources and service our 
troops deserve. I thank them for their 
dedication to seeing this bill through. 

As we wrap up debate on this bill, I 
urge my fellow Senators to join me in 
supporting this bill. I ask them to join 
me in providing the funding critical to 
keeping our troops prepared and at the 
ready. 

America’s security depends on our 
troops. And our troops are depending 
on us. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

N O T I C E 

Incomplete record of Senate proceedings. 
Today’s Senate proceedings will be continued in Book II. 
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